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SCOP D_OBJEC S

An audit was performed of cooperative agreement V-000282-01
between the Washington State Department of Ecology (WDOE) and EPA
Region 10 (R-10). The cooperative agreement was for a remedial
investigation and feasibility study at the Colbert Landfill.

The objectives of the audit were to determine:

a) the reasonableness, allocability and allowability of the
costs claimed under the cooperative agreement;

b) WDOE's compliance with provisions of the cooperative
agreement and applicable laws and regulations; and

c) the adequacy, effectiveness and reliability of the
procurement, accounting and management controls
exercised by WDOE in administering it's cooperative
agreement.

The audit was performed by the firm of Conrad and Associates
(Conrad), Certified Public Accountants. Their report states that
the audit was conducted in accordance with Generally Accepted
Government Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General
of the United States. The audit field work was conducted between
June 11, 1990 and July 13, 1990.
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Audit Report No. P5CG*8-10-0076-1100146

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

In our opinion, the costs detailed below and in the attached
Conrad report fairly present the financial information in
accordance with the financial provisions and special conditions
of the cooperative agreement.

Per Audit
Costs Costs
Reviewed Accepted  Ineligible Unsupported
{Note 1)
Total 31,937,263 Shjﬁljn !!21,626, $760,389 Note 2

Federal Share $542,434 *  $320,370 $9,155 $212,909
Less: Payments Made Through 9/30/87 $542,434

Balance Due EPA $222,064
Note 1

a) Costs reviewed under cooperative agreement V-000282-01
represent the costs claimed by WDOE on the final financial
status report for the period from May 1, 1984 to September
30, 1987.

Note 2
a) Ineligible costs of $32,696 consist of:

i) Costs claimed of $32,110 for a cost-plus-percentage-of-
cost work assignment awarded by WDOE. Cost-plus-
percentage-of-cost typeée agreements are unallowable
under 40 CFR 33.285.

ii) Indirect costs of $586 because WDOE did not adjust
their 1985 indirect cost rate to reflect the final
negotiated rate. OMB Circular A-87 limits indirect
costs to amounts allowed per the negotiated rates.

b) Unsupported costs of $760,389 consist of:

i) Contractual services of $692,093 because WDOE did not
obtain EPA approval prior to awarding the contracts.
Prior approval was required since WDOE certified that
their procurement system did not meet the requirements
of 40 CFR Part 33.
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ii) Personnel services costs of $40,259 because WDOE did
not have established procedures to ensure that holiday,
sick and annual leave charges are equitably allocated
to cost objectives per OMB Circular A-87. Since WDOE
could not determine which portion of personnel service
costs were attributable to compensated leave, the
entire amount of personnel service costs is questioned
as unsupported.

iii) Indirect costs of $18,611 since these costs were
determined based upon application of the indirect cost
rate to the questioned direct labor costs.

iv) Pringe benefits costs of $9,226 since these costs were
determined based upon application of a percentage to
the qguestioned' direct labor costs.

v) Travel costs of $200 for which WDOE could not provide
supporting documentation.

1. Inadequate Procurement Procedures

WDOE does not have established procedures to ensure that
procurements are made in accordance with 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE
certified that their procurement system did not meet the
requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and, therefore, agreed to allow
prior review and approval by EPA of any procurement actions.

However, WDOE failed to obtain EPA approval prior to the awarding
of a contract under the cooperative agreement. In addition;

a. Cost and price analysis were not performed as required
by 40 CFR 33.290.

b. A cost-plus-percentage-of-cost work assignment was
awarded, which is unallowable under 40 CFR 33.285.

c. Written justification for the type of subagreement was
not contained in the procurement files as required by
40 CFR 33.250(a) (4).

2. Labor Distribution System Weaknesses

WDOE does not have established procedures to ensure that holiday,
sick and annual leave costs are equitably allocated to cost
objectives in accordance with OMB Circular A-87. Leave costs are
allocated based upon the judgement of the supervisor, usually
depending upon which project the employee has worked on during
the last month or two. Therefore, there can be no assurance that
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Audit Report No. P5CG*8-10-0076-1100146

these costs are equitably allocated because the leave may have
been earned while the employee was working on several cost
objectives. :

RECOMMENDATIONS
We recommend that the Regional Administrator:

A) Advise WDOE that the costs questioned of $793,085 are
disallowed for federal participation.

B) Obtain recovery of the $222,064 of Federal funds paid
in excess of the amount accepted in this report.

C) Require WDOE tb establish procedures to ensure that:

1) Procurements are made in accordance with the
requirements of 40 CFR Part 33.

2) Leave costs are allocated in accordance with OMB
Circular A-87.

WDOE COMMENTS

An exit conference was held with WDOE on July 13, 1990 to present
the findings and recommendations in the report. WDOE provided a
written response to the audit report in a letter dated February
5, 1991.

WDOE did not agree with the findings concerning procurement of
contracts or allocation of leave costs. WDOE did agree with the
findings concerning the adjustment of the indirect cost rate and
the unsupported travel costs. A summary of WDOE's response along
with auditors comments are included in the Conrad report. The
complete WDOE response is included as an attachment.

ACTION REQUIRED

In accordance with EPA Order 2750, the action official is
required to provide this office with a copy of the proposed
determination on the above recommendations within ninety (90)
days of the audit report date.

The Office of the Inspector General has no objection to the
release of this report at the discretion of the responsible
program official.
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Please refer to the audit report number on all related
correspondence. If you have any questions concerning this
report, please contact Allen Orand at FTS 484-2445.
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CON RAD - | CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
SASSOCIATES T S S

A PARTNERBHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS (714) 474-2020

Mr. Truman R, Beeler

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Divisional Inspector General for Audit
Western Division

211 Main Street, Suite 220

San Francisco, CA 94105

SCOPE AND_OBJECTIVES

We have performed a financial and compliance audit of the State of Washington,
Department of Ecology (WDOE) cooperative agreement V000282-01 with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) wunder the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980. The primary objectives of
our audit weret

1. To determine the reasonableness, allocability, and allowability of
the costs claimed under the cooperative agreement;

2, To ascertain WDOE's compliance with provisions of the cooperative
agreement and applicable EPA regulations and instructions; and

; 3. To determine the adequacy, effectiveness and relliability of
| procurement, accounting and management controls exercised by WDOE
| in administering its cooperative agreement.

Specifically, a final audit of cooperative agreement number V000282-01 was
performed for the period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987. The field work
was performed from June 11, 1990 to July 13, 1990.

Our audit was performed in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards
and the financial and compliance provisions contained in the Government Auditing
Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States. Accordingly,
the audit included such tests of the accounting records and such other auditing
procedures as we considered necessary in the circumstances,

MEMBERS OF AICPA AND CALIFORNIA SOCIETY OF CERTIFIED PUBLIC ACCOUNTANTS
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMERT OF ECOLOGY

UMMARY OF FINDINGS

Financial Results of Audit

In our opinion, $1,144,178 of the $1,937,263 claimed by WDOE was acceptable in
accordance with the provisions of the cooperative agreement, The results of
audit are summarized below and detailed in Exhibit A.

Per Audit-
—Questioned Costs (b)
Costs Costs
Reviewed(a) Accepted(b) Ineligible Unsupported
Total costs $1.937.263 31,144,178 $32,696 $760,389
Federal share $ 542,434 $ 320,370 $ 9,155 $212,909

Note (a) - Costs reviewed were for CA number V000282-01 from the final Financial
Status Report (FSR) for the period May 1, 1984 to September 30, 1987.

Note (b) - Accepted costs represent costs audited which are considered allowable
by the auditor without qualification. Ineligible costs represent
questioned costs that are considered by the auditor to be unallowable
under the provisions of applicable 1laws, regulations, policies, or
program guidelines. Unsupported costs represent questioned costs
which cannot be accepted without additional information or
evaluations and approvals by responsible Agency program officials,

¥We recommend that the Regional Administrator, Region 10:

1. Advise WDOE that the costs questioned of $793,085 are disallowed for
Federal participation.

2. Obtain recovery of $222,064 of Federal funds paid in excess of the
amounts accepted in this report.

1. VDOE's Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved by EPA

WDOE did not obtain EPA approval of contracts and related work assignments
funded under EPA cooperative agreements, EPA review and approval was
required, because WDOE certified that the procurement system did not meet
the standards set forth in 40 CFR Part 33, WDOE did not meet all of the EPA
procurement requirements when awarding the contract and work assignments to
Golder & Associates. In addition, work assignment #1 awarded to Golder &
Associates was a cost-plus-percentage-of-cost reimbursement type agreement
vhich 1s an ineligible contract type. The failure to meet EPA procurement
requirements would have been identified and corrected before the agreements
were awarded, if EPA was provided the opportunity to review and approve the
procurement documents prior to their award. We are questioning as ineligible




WASHIRGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

8 RY O NGS, (CONTINUED

Fipnancial Results of Audit, (Continued)

2,

$32,110 of costs claimed for work assignment #1. Since WDOE did not obtain
EPA approval of the contracts, the remaining $692,093 of contractual
services costs claimed are questioned as unsupported.

Recommendation
We recommend that Regional Administrator, Region 10:

1. Obtain recovery of the costs questioned as a result of the
deficlencies in WDOE's procurement system.

2. Require all progurement actions initiated by WDOE be reviewed
and approved by EPA officlals;

3. Require that WDOE provide data demonstrating that the costs
Questioned as unsupported were reasonable in relation to the
services rendered; and

4, Direct WDOE to initiate improvements to its procurement system
to meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and the special
conditions of the cooperative agreements. These improvements
should include, as a minimum:

a) Incorporate all 40 CFR Part 33 requirements into its written
procedures manual;

b) Initiate a review process and develop a checklist to ensure
compliance with the EPA procurement regulations; and

c) Establish a centralized contract file for each contract
which contains documentation relative to the contract
procurement.

Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were Identified

WDOE's method of charging sick and annual leave did not equitably allocate
the costs among cost objectives. No standard procedures were established to
ensure that compensated leave was equitably allocated as required by OMB
Circular A-87. As a result, annual and sick leave costs were directly
charged to the cooperative agreement. WDOE was unable to 1dentify which of
the labor costs claimed were related to compensated absences. Therefore,
total personnel services costs are questioned.

Recommendation
We recommend that the Regional Administrator, Region 10 require WDOE to:

1. Establish procedures to equitably allocate compensated leave
costs in accordance with OMB Circular A-87; and

-3-



WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, (CONTINUED)

2., Determine the amount of leave cost claimed under the cooperative
agreement and eliminate the amount from costs claimed.

Grantee Comments

An exit conference was held with the WDOE management and their representatives
on July 13, 1990 to present our findings and recommendations and to ensure a
clear understanding of our report, At this conference, WDOE discussed 1its
position relative to our findings and recommendations. In addition, WDOE
provided us formal written comments on our draft report in a letter dated
February 5, 1991. To provige a balanced understanding of the issues, we have
summarized the WDOE's position at appropriate 1locations in the report and
provided their verbatim comments at Appendix 1.

Action Regquired

In accordance with EPA Order 2750, the Action Official is required to provide
this office with a copy of the proposed determination on the findings within
ninety (90) days of the audit report date.




WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

BACKGROUND

On December 11, 1980, Publiec Law 96-510, the Comprehensive Environmental
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) was enacted by Congress.
CERCLA, commonly known as the "Superfund" law, was passed to provide the needed
general authority and to establish a Trust Fund for Federal and state
governments to respond directly to any problems at uncontrolled hazardous waste
dispasal sites, not only in emergency situations, but also at sites where longer
term permanent remedies are required. CERCLA was established to fill the gap in
the national system to protect public health and the environment from the
release, or threatened release, from any source, including abandoned hazardous
waste sites, into any part of the environment.

The blueprint for the Superfund program under CERCLA is the National Contingency
Plan (NCP), first published® in 1968 as part of the Federal water pollution
control plan. The NCP lays out three types of responses for incidents involving
hazardous wastes which require immediate removal, planned removal, and remedial
response. The first two types of responses were modifications of the earlier
program under the Clean Water Act. However, remedial response is a new type of
response intended to deal with the longer term problem of abandoned or:.-
uncontrolled sites,

CERCLA requires the establishment of a National Priorities List (NPL) of
hazardous waste sites for remedial action. In October 1981, EPA compiled an
interim priorities list of 115 hazardous waste sites., The 8ites were nominated
by the EPA Regional Offices and the states, primarily on the basis of potential
threat to the public health; the threat to the environment was also considered,
In September 1983, EPA published the first NPL of 406 sites,

Washington Department of Ecology (WDOE) was responsible for overseeing the clean
up effort at Colbert Landfill. The Colbert Landfill is a closed 40 acre
sanitary landfill 1located 15 miles north of Spokane, Washington, Colbert
Landfill was operated by the Spokane County Utilities Department from 1968
through 1986, When operational, the landfill received c¢hemical solvents for
disposal from Key Tronic Corporation & Fairchild Air Force Base.

In 1980, nearby residents complained of hazardous waste being disposed of at the
Colbert Landfill to the Eastern Regional Office of the Washington Department of
Ecology. A preliminary investigation by state and local officials found that
some of the nearby private wells were contaminated with Trichorathane. In June,
1984, an initial remedial measure (IRM) was developed to extend the public water
supply mains to affected residents,

The WDOE was awarded a cooperative agreement (CA) for a remedial investigation
and feasibility study of the landfill. This agreement, CA No. V000282-01 was
awarded on May 1, 1984 in the amount of $194,000. The project and budget
periods for the award were May 1, 1984 to February 28, 1985. There were nine
amendments to the CA which increased the total award amount to $1,937,263, and
extended the project and budget perioda to September 30, 1987.
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Mr. Truman R, Beeler

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
Divisional Inspector General for Audit
Western Division
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San Francisco, CA 94105

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT ON_SCHEDULE OF COSTS
-

We have audited the accompanying Schedule of Costs Reviewed, Accepted and
Questioned of Washington Department of Ecology (WDOE) for cooperative agreement
V000282-01 for the audit period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987, awarded
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. This schedule is the
responsibility of WDOE's management. Our responsibility is to express an
opinien on the schedule.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards
and standards for financially related audits contained in the Government
Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States and as
set forth in the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's BAG-3--CERCLA
Cooperative Agreements audit guide, dated August 1985. Those standards require
that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable assurance about whether
the accompanying schedule is free of material misstatement. An audit includes
assessing the accounting principles used and significant estimates made by
management, as well as evaluating the overall presentation of the schedule., We
believe that our audit provides a reasonable basis for our opinion.

Our audit disclosed certain costs which have been questioned as to their
allowability or support under the EPA criteria described above. These
questioned costs are described in more detail in notes 2 through 8 to the
accompanying schedule.

In our opinion, except for the questioned costs described in notes 2 through 8
to the accompanying schedule, the accompanying schedule presents fairly, in all
material respects, the allowable costs for the cooperative agreement, in
conformity with the criteria established in Federal regulations.

This report is intended for the information of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency and WDOE and should not be used for any other purpose. This restriction
is not intended to limit the distribution of this report, which is a matter of
public record.

Conied F Fesoce s
July 13, 1990

-6~
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Divisional Inspector General for Audit
Western Division

211 Main Street, Suite 220

San Francisco, CA 94105

.

INDEPENDENT AUDITOR'S REPORT ON INTERNAL CONTROL STRUCTURE

We have audited the accompanying Schedule of Costs Reviewed, Accepted, and
Questioned of Washington Department of Ecology (WDOE) for cooperative agreement
V000282-01 for the audit period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987, awarded
by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency and have issued our report thereon
dated July 13, 1990.

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards
and standards for financially related audits contained in the Government

Auditing Standards issued by the Comptroller General of the United States.

Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable
assurance about whether the schedule is free of material misstatement.

In planning and performing our audit of the accompanying schedule, we considered
its internal control structure in order to determine our auditing procedures for
the purpose of expressing our opinion on the schedule and not to provide
assurance on the internal control structure,

The management of WDOE is responsible for developing and maintaining internal
control structure used in administering Federal financial assistance programs.
In fulfilling this responsibility, estimates and Judgments by management are
required to assess the expected benefits and related costs of the control
procedures. The objectives of an internal control structure are to provide
management with reasonable, but not absolute assurance that the expenditures
claimed under Federal financial assistance programs are in accordance with
Federal cost principles. Because of inherent 1limitations 4in any internal
control structure, errors or irregularities may nevertheless occur and not be
detected. Also, projection of any evaluation of the structure to future periods
is subject to the risk that procedures may become inadequate because of changes
in conditions or that the effectiveness of the design and operation of policies
and procedures may deteriorate,

-7-
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Mr. Truman R. Beeler
Divisional Inspector General for Audit
Page Two

For the purposes of this report, we have classified the significant internal
control structure in the following categories:

-~ Cash disbursements

— Payroll

- Financial reporting system

— Contractor procurement system

= Contractor performance and billing

For all of the internal control structure categories listed above, we obtained
an understanding of the design of relevant policies and procedures and whether
they have been placed in operation, and we assessed control risk.

Our consideration of the internal control structure would not necessarily
disclose all matters in the internal control structure that might be material
weaknesses under the standards established by the American Institute of
Certified Public Accountants. A material weakness is a reportable condition in
which the design or operation of one or more of the specific internal control
structure elements does not reduce to a relatively low level the risk that
errors or irregularities in amounts that would be material in relation to the
accompanying schedule being audited may occur and not be detected within a
timely period by employees in the normal course of performing their assigned
functions. We noted no matters involving the internal control structure and its
operation that we consider to be material weaknesses as defined above.

However, we noted certain matters involving the internal control stfucture and

its operation. These are detailed in the Findings and Recommendations section
of our report.

This report is intended solely for the use of the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency and WDOE and should not be used for any other purpose, This restriction
is not intended to limit the distribution of this report, which is a matter of
public record.

Coryact & Fssoecaed

July 13, 1990
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lﬂDEPENDﬁEI AUDITOR'S REPORT ON COMPLIANCE

We have audited the accompanying Schedule of Costs Reviewed, Accepted, and
Questioned of Washington Department of Ecology (WDOE) for cooperative. agreement
V000282-01 for the audit period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987, awarded
by the U.,S. Environmental Protection Agency, and have issued our report thereon

dated July 13, 1990,

We conducted our audit in accordance with generally accepted auditing standards
and standards for financially related audits contained in the Governmental
Auditing Standards i{ssued by the Comptroller General of the United States.
Those standards require that we plan and perform the audit to obtain reasonable
assurance about whether the accompanying schedule is free of material
misstatement. .

The management of WDOE is responsible for its compliance with laws and
regulations applicable with the cooperative agreements awarded by EPA. In
connection with the audit referred to above, we selected and tested transactions
and records to determine WDOE's compliance with certain provisions of laws,
regulations, and special conditions to the cooperative agreements, noncompliance
with which could have a material effect on the schedule referred to above.
However, it should be noted that our objective was not to provide an opinion on
overall compliance with such provisions.

Material instances of noncompliance are fallures to follow requirements, or
violations of prohibitions, contained in laws, regulations and cooperative
agreement special conditions, that cause us to conclude that the aggregation of
misstatement resulting from those fallures or violations are material to the
financial statements. The results of our tests of compliance disclosed the
following material instances of noncompliance, the effects of which have been
reflected in the program statements.

~ WDOE's contract procurement system did not meet the requirements of
EPA procurement regulations.

-9
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Mr. Truman R. Beeler
Divisional Inspector General for Audit
Page Two

This condition is described in detail in the Findings and Recommendations
section of our report.

We considered this material instance of noncompliance in forming our opinion on
whether the accompanying schedule is presented fairly, in all material respects,
in conformity with Federal regulations, This report does not affect our report
dated July 13, 1990 on that schedule,

Except as described above, the results of our tests of compliance indicate that,
with respect to the items tested, WDOE complied, in all material respects, with
the provisions referred to in the third paragraph of this report, and with
respect to items not tested, nothing came to our attention that caused us to
believe that WDOE had not complied, in all material respects, with those
provisions.

We also noted certain immaterial instances of noncompliance that we have
detailed in the Findings and Recommendations section of our report.

This report 18 intended for the use of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
and WDOE and should not be used for any other purpose. This restriction is not
intended to 1limit the distribution of this report, which is a matter of public
record.

Lomradd & Asveiates

July 13, 1990

-10-




WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

INDINGS ! co ATIONS

Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved by EPA

WDOE did not obtain EPA approval of the contract and related work
assignments funded wunder EPA cooperative agreements. EPA review and
approval was required, because WDOE certified that its procurement system
did not meet the standards set forth in 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE did not meet
all of the EPA procurement requirements when awarding the contract and work
assignments to their contractor, Golder & Associates., In addition, work
assignment #1 awarded to Golder & Assoclates was a cost-plus-percentage-of-
cost reimbursement type agreement which is an ineligible contract type. The
failure to meet EPA procurement requirements would have been identified and
corrected before the agreements were awarded, 1f EPA was provided the
opportunity to review and approve the procurement documents prior to their
avard. We are questioning as ineligible $32,110 of costs claimed for work
assignment #1. Since WDOE did not obtain EPA approval of the contracts, the
remaining $692,093 of contractual services costs claimed are questioned as
unsupported.

Each recipient of EPA assistance agreements is required by 40 CFR 33,110 to
evaluate its own procurement system and determine whether its system meets
the applicable parts of 40 CFR Part 33. After evaluating its system the
recipient 18 required to complete the "Procurement System Certification”
(EPA Form 5700-48) to certify that 1its system meets the intent of the
requirements or that its current system does not meet the intent of the
requirements, If the recipient's system does not meet the procurement
requirements, then the recipient also must certify that it will follow the
requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and allow EPA preaward review of proposed
procurement actions that will use EPA funds. 40 CFR Part 33, Appendix A,
"Procedural Requirements for Recipients Who Do Not Certify Their Procurement
System, or for Recipients Who Have Their Procurement Certifications Revoked
by EPA", details the procedural process that recipients must follow if their
system does not meet the EPA procurement requirements.

WDOE submitted EPA Form 5700-48 with its application for Federal assistance
when applying for this cooperative agreement. The certification stated that
WDOE did not certify that 1its procurement system will meet all the
requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and, therefore, agreed to follow the
requirements of the regulations with EPA review and preaward approval of
proposed procurement actions that will use EPA funds.

However, WDOE did not follow all the requirements of 40 CFR Part 33, nor did
it provide EPA with the opportunity to review and approve proposed
procurement actions. WDOE did not meet the following procurement
requirements:

1. Cost and price analyses were not performed on the contract, work

assignments, and amendments to work assignments in excess of
$10,000 as required by 40 CFR 33.290.

-11-
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved by EPA, (Continued)

2., A cost-plus-percentage<of=cost reimbursement type agreement was
awvarded for work assignment #1, This contract type is not
allowable under 40 CFR 33.285.

3. Written Justification for the type of subagreement was not
maintained in the procurement files as required by 40 CFR

33.250(a)(4).

If EPA had been provided the opportunity to review and approve procurement
documents prior to the award of the agreements, the missing procurement
steps and illegal agreement type would have been identified and corrected.

Since work assignment #1 was an illegal contract type, the $32,110 claimed
for the work assignment is questioned as ineligible. Since WDOE cost and
price analyses were not performed, WDDE could not demonstrate that the
agreement amounts were reasonable and necessary. Therefore, the remaining
$692,093 of contractual service costs claimed are questioned as unsupported.

Recommendation

We recommend that the Regional Administrator, Region 10:

1. Obtain recovery of the costs questioned as a result of the
deficiencies in WDOE's procurement system.

2. Require all procurement actions initiated by WDOE be reviewed and
approved by EPA officials;

3. Require that WDOE provide data demonstrating that the costs
questioned as unsupported were reasonable in relation to the
services rendered; and

4. Direct WDOE to initiate improvements to its procurement system to
meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 and the special
conditions of the cooperative agreementa. These improvements
should include, as a minimum:

(a) Incorporate all 40 CFR Part 33 requirements into its written
procedures manual;

(b) Initiate a review process and develop a checklist to ensure
compliance with the EPA procurement regulations; and

(c) Establish a centralized contract file for each contract

which contains documentation relative to the contract
procurement.

~-12-
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

INDING | c ATIONS

Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved by EPA, {(Continued)
WDOE's Comments on Finding

WDOE's response is summarized below and included verbatim at Appendix 1.

WDOE enclosed a memorandum Report on Management Assistance (RMA) (see
Exhibit la in Appendix 1) which summarized the results of EPA Regional
Office review of Ecology's. policies and procedures on the management of
Superfund Cooperative Agreement, Although the RMA had identified a number
of procurement weaknesses, the overall review was positive, In addition,
WDOE enclosed a memorandum regarding the selection of consultants for
performance of remedial activities at uncontrolled hazardous substance sites
(see Exhibit 2 in Appendix 1) which provided an explanation of the
procedures Ecology followed in procurement of architectural and engineering
services.

Our Evaluation of WDOE's Comments

WDOE's response to the procurement deficiencies addressed in our audit
report summarized their procedures to procure architectural and engineering
services. Although we recognize that WDOE has these written procedures,
WDOE has not demonstrated to us that they performed a cost and price
analysis on contract, work assignments, and amendments to the work
assignment and written Justification for the type of subagreement as
required by 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE also has not explained why an ineligible
cost-plus-percentage-of-cost reimbursement type agreement was awarded for
work assignment #l. Without WDOE's response to these deficiencies, our
finding remains as stated.

-13-



WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS, (CONTINUED)
2. Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were Identified

WDOE's method of charging sick and annual leave did not equitably allocate
the costs among cost objectives., No standard procedures were established to
ensure that compensated leave was equitably allocated as required by OMB
Circular A-87. As a result, annual and sick leave costs were directly
charged to the cooperative agreement, WDOE was unable to identify which of
the labor costs claimed were related to compensated absences., Therefore,
total personnel services costs are questioned,

OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, Section B-13 identifies allowable employee
benefit costs as "Employee benefits in the form of regular compensation paid
to employees during periods of authorized absences from the job, such as
annual leave, sick leave, court leave, military leave, and the like, if they
are: (1) provided pursuant to an approved leave system; and (2) the cost
thereof is equitably allocated to all related activities, including grant
programs."” These employee benefit costs are only allowable to the extent
that total compensation for employees is reasonable.

WDOE did not establish formal procedures on how compensated leave should be
allocated. The program index (cost objective) to which leave was charged
was judgmentally decided by the employee's supervisor. The selection of the
program index was generally based on the projects worked on during the
previous month or two.

This method was not equitable because employee leave benefits were accrued
while working on many cost objectives and the method did not allocate the
costs to all related activities. Leave costs charged directly to the
cooperative agreement are not allowable, and therefore should be excluded
from costs claimed. However, WDOE was unable to identify the amount of
compensated leave charged directly to the cooperative agreement. As a
result, total personnel services costs of $40,259 are questioned as
unsupported.

Recommendation
We recommend that the Regional Administrator, Region 10 require WDOE to:

1. Establish procedures to equitably allocate compensated leave
costs in accordance with OMB Circular A-87; and

2. Determine the amount of leave cost claimed under the cooperative
agreement and eliminate the amount from costs claimed.

WDOE's Comments on Finding

WDOE's response is summarized below and included verbatim at Appendix 1.




2.

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

INDINGS RECO TIO CONTINUED

Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were Identified, (Continued)

1.

2,

3.

All compensated absences are reported under one object of expenditure.
The system does not generate reports that separately identify the dollar
amount of costs associated with each type of leave taken. It is not a
requirement for the State of Washington to separate compensated absences
from compensated work time in the statewide accounting system.

It is allowable to charge leave costs directly to a cooperative
agreement.

Since 1t was not proven that our allocation of 1leave costs were
Inequitable in relation to how we charge such costs throughout the
Agency, these costs must be considered allowable, We do not believe
that the absence of a formalized written policy on the allocation of
compensated absences means that we have an inequitable method of
allocation.

Qur_Evaluation of WDOE's Comments

1.

Zo

3.

Since WDOE could not identify the amount of compensated leave charged
directly to the cooperative agreement, the questioned cost remains as
stated.

There may have been a misunderstanding as to how leave costs should be
charged to the cooperative agreement. We concur that leave cost can be
charged to the cooperative agreement, however, it 1is WDOE's
responsibility to abide by OMB Circular A-87 which requires an equitable
method of allocation of leave time. ’

It is WDOE's responsibility to have support to prove that they have an
equitable allocation method as required by OMB Circular A-87, Attachment
B-13. Based on our review of the labor distribution system, we
determined that WDOE did not equitably allocate employee leave
benefits. Leave benefits were accrued while working on many cost
objectives and WDOE did not allocate these costs to all related
activities. 1In addition, Bsince WDOE does not have formal written
procedures to allocate leave cost, it is difficult for WDOE to maintain
an allocation system which consistently applies leave cost. According
to 40 CFR 30,715 (b), "each item of cost must be treated consistently as
either a direct or an indirect cost." Without formal written
procedures, employees may have different prospectives on how to charge
leave time. As a result, leave time may not be equitably allocated,

-15-



WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Cooperative Agreement No. V000282-01

Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study

Cooperative Agreement

Schedule of Costs Reviewed, Accepted and Questioned

For the Period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987

Questioned Costs

Costs Costs

Reviewed(1) _Accepted Ineligible

Unsupported Notes

Personnel 4 40,259 § - 8 - $ 40,259
Fringe Benefits 9,226 - - 9,226
Supplies 1,325 1,325 - -
Travel 7,691 7,491 - 200
Contractual services-

Golder & Assoclates 724,203 - 32,110 692,093
Indirect 19,197 - 586 18,611
DSHS match 1,135,362 1,135,362 ___ - -
Total costs $1,937,26 $1,1441;Z§ $32,696 $760,389
Federal share $§ 542,434 § 320,370 § 9,155 §E}EJQOQ

See accompanying notes to Exhibit A.

~16-
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Note 1 -

Note 2 =

Note 3-

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Cooperative Agreement No. V000282-01
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Cooperative Agreement

Notes to Exhibit A

For the Period May 1, 1984 through September 30, 1987

Costs reviewed were those reported on the final Financial Status Report
(FSR) submitted for cooperative agreement V000282-01 for the period May
1, 1984 through September 30, 1987. Only project costs allowable under
the cooperative agreement are to be Iincluded in the Financial Status
Reports,

WDOE charged holiday, sick leave, and annual leave directly to the
cooperative agreement. This method was not in accordance with OMB
Circular A-87 which required compensated leave to be allocated
equitably to all cost objectives., We have questioned as unsupported
total personnel costs pending review by EPA.

See finding and recommendation #2, Labor Distribution Weaknesses Vere
Identified, for further details.

The questioned personnel costs impact the amounts claimed for fringe
benefits and indirect costs. Both costs were based on percentages of
direct labor costs. As a result, amounts claimed for fringe benefits
and indirect costs are questioned as unsupported pending review by EPA.

WDOE's Comment on Questioned Costs

See finding and recommendation #2, Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were
Identified for WDOE's response,

WDOE did not provide documentation to support $200 of travel costs
claimed, The costs relate to air fare claimed on travel voucher
1390-002 on June 19, 1985. OMB Circular A-87 requires costs to be
necessary and reasonable for proper and efficient grant operation.
WDOE was unable to show that the costs claimed were necessary and
reasonable, therefore the amount has been questioned as unsupported.

WDOE's Comment on Questioned Costg

We are not able to determine without any reasonable doubt that this
cost was necessary and reasonable, therefore we concur that at this
time 1t could be considered as unsupported.

Auditor's Concluasion

Based on WDOE's response, our finding remains as previously stated.




Note 4 -

Rote 5 -

WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Cooperative Agreement No. V000282-01
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Cooperative Agreement

Notes to Exhibit A

(Continued)

WDOE did not obtain EPA approval of contracts and related work
assignments funded under EPA cooperative agreements, EPA review and
approval was required, because WDOE certified that its procurement
system did not meet the standards set forth in 40 CFR Part 33. WDOE
did not meet all of the EPA procurement requirements when awarding the
contract and work assignments to Golder & Associates. In addition,
work assignment #1 awarded to Golder & Assoclates was a cost-plus-
percentage-of-cost reimbursement type agreement which is an ineligible
contract type. We, are questioning as ineligible $32,110 of costs
claimed for work assignment #1. Since WDOE did not obtain EPA approval
of the contracts, the remaining $692,093 of contractual services costs
claimed are questioned as unsupported.

See Finding and recommendation #1, Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed
and Approved by EPA, for further details on this finding.

WDOE's Comment on Questioned Costs

See finding and recommendation #1, Controls Awarded Were Not Reviewed
and Approved by EPA for WDOE's response.

In fiscal year 1985, WDOE did not adjust its indirect costs to reflect
the final indirect cost rate contained in the Indirect Cost Rate
Negotiation Agreement. OMB Circular A-87 1imits indirect costs to
amounts allowed per the negotiated rates. The excess indirect costs
claimed in the amount of $586 are therefore questioned as ineligible.

The cost questioned was based on the following computation:

Indirect Cost Rate Used by WDOE 48.56%
Final 1985 Indirect Cost Rate _41.50%
Difference | 7.06%
Salary Costs $8,302

;

Cost Questioned

We have also questioned as unsupported $§18,611 of indirect costs for
the reasons described in note 2 above.
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WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Cooperative Agreement No. V000282-01
Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study Cooperative Agreement
Notes to Exhibit A

(Continued)

Note 5 - (Continued)

WDOE's Comment on Questioned Costs

After recalculating the indirect computation using the final rate, a
total of $164 is potentially due to the federal government,

Auditor's Conclusion

-
Since WDOE's response did not adequately explain how they calculated
$164 that is potentially due to the federal government, our finding
remains as previously stated.
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

Mail Stop PVv-11 e Olympia, Washinglon 985048711 e (206) 4596000

February 5, 1991

Mr. Ronald L. Conrad, C.P.A.
Managing Partner
Conrad And Associates
1100 Main Street, Suite C
Irvine, CA 92714
-
RE: Audit Report No. P5CH 8-10-0076
Report of Audit of Cooperative Agreement
No. V000282-01 (Colbert Landfill)

Dear Mr. Conrad:
We appreciate the opportunity to respond to the draft audit report on the
above cooperative agreement. We will respond to your findings and

recommendations in the same order as presented in the draft report.

1. Contracts Awarded Were Not Reviewed and Approved by EPA

RESPONSE: See enclosed Exhibits 1 and la: (EPA Headquarters) report on
management assistance visit to Washington State Department of Ecology.

On May 21 and 22, 1986, staff from the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) Headquarters and the Reglonal Office participated with the
Department of Ecology in reviewing Ecology's policies and procedures on
management of Superfund Cooperative Agreements.

EPA recognized that Ecology had its own "pool” of contractors similar to
EPA's REM contracts. In its May 1986 Management Assistance Program
review, EPA acknowledged that "work assignments are made via task orders
and vouchers are checked and paid against them after the site manager
certifies that the work has been completed satisfactorily." (See last
paragraph, page 2 of the enclosed EPA Headquarters report.)

RESPONSE: See enclosed Exhibit 2: Selection of Consultants for
Performance of Remedial Action Activities at Uncontrolled Hazardous
Substance Sites.

In November 1985, Ecology Contracts Officer Rick Hall prepared a
memorandum documenting the 1985 procurement actions. This memo provides
an explanation of the procedures that Ecology followed beginning in
1983, in complying with state law governing procurement of architectural
and engineering services (Chapter 39.80 RCW), and with the U.S. EPA

Procurement Under Assistance Agreements, 40 CFR Part 33,




Mr. Ronald L. Conrad, C.P.A.
February 5, 1991

Page 2

To summarize the contents of Rick Hall’s memo, in pertinent part:

A. Ecology used the procedures in 33.525 to evaluate and select
engineering firms.

B. Ecology used responses to request statement of qualifications to
determine the most technically qualified engineering firms.

Ecology requested technical proposals from those firms and
informed them of the evaluation criteria that Ecology would use to
rank the proposals.

D. Ecology then selected and determined, in writing, the best
technical proposals.
L]

E. After selecting the best proposals, Ecology attempted to negotiate
fair and reasonable compensation with engineering firms.

F. Ecology reached agreement on compensation with four engineering
firms.

RESPONSE: See enclosed Exhibits 3, 3a, 3b, and 3c: Review by EPA
Region 10 of Ecology’s Request for Proposal for Performance of
Remedial Activities at Uncontrolled Hazardous Substance
Facilities.

On October 2, 1987, Ecology contracts Officer Jan Swanberg provided EPA
Project Officer Kathryn Davidson with a draft of the Request for
Proposal that would be sent to the top ten finalists who responded to
Ecology's Statement of Qualifications. On October 12, 1987, Ecology
received Ms. Davidson's written comments to the draft Request for
Proposal. On October 16, 1987, Jan Swanberg provided Ms. Davidson with
a final copy of the Request for Proposal.

RESPONSE: Please reference Exhibit 2 for information on this issue.

Labor Distribution Weaknesses Were Identified,

A. Paragraph one in the finding (page 12 of audit report) states in
part, "WDOE was unable to identify which of the labor costs
claimed were related to compensated absences. Therefore, total
personnel services costs are questioned."

RESPONSE: The statewide Time Management System (TMS) utilized by
our agency specifically identifies the type of leave used on each
day. However, the system does not generate reports that separately
identifies the dollar amount of costs associated with each type of
leave taken. All compensated absences are considered
"compensated" labor costs and are reported under one object of
expenditure (object "A" per the statewlde accounting system). It
is not a requirement of the State of Washington to separate
compensated absences from compensated work time in the statewide
accounting system.




Mr. Ronald L., Conrad, C.P.A.
February 5, 1991

Page 3

Paragraph four in the finding (page 12 of audit report) states in
part, "Leave costs charged directly to the cooperative agreement
are not allowable, and therefore should be excluded from costs
claimed."

RESPONSE: In a telephone conversation on January 23, 1991,
between June Pak of your firm and Gary Zeller, our fiscal officer,
June agreed that the above statement is not correct. It is
allowable to charge leave costs directly to a cooperative
agreement, however, OMB Circular A-87, Attachment B, Section B-13,
states that the costs are to be equitably allocated. Based on
this information, recommendation number two under this finding
should be removed from the report.

Regarding the statements in the finding (page 12 of audit report)
that we have*not established formal procedures on how compensated
leave should be allocated, and that the program index (cost
objective) to which leave was charged was judge-mentally decided
by the employee’'s supervisor, we have the following comments:

RESPONSE: We take exception to the statement that we do not have
an equitable allocation method for leave and holiday time.
Circular A-B7 states that these costs must be equitably allocated.
It does not specify any certain method of allocation. We contend
that since it was not proven that our allocation of leave costs
were inequitable in relation to how we charge such costs
throughout the Agency, that these costs must be considered
allowable. We do not believe that the absence of a formalized
written policy on the allocation of compensated absences means
that we have an inequitable method of allocation,

We are pursuing other options on a formal leave allocation
methodology. Since this new methodology would be applied to all
programs and funding sources, not just federal grants, we will
need to carefully assess the impact on the Agency before its
adoption. We do not believe that leave allocations on an annual
basis are feasible. Agency management must have accurate and
timely information available to them on at least a monthly basis,
In addition, we have federal grants with various start and end
dates which requires preparation of final Financial Status Reports
(FSR's) throughout the year. Attempting to go back and revise
final FSR’s at the time of a yearly leave allocation, in an effort
to capture federal funds on closed grants is impractical, and in
many cases, the federal funding would no longer be available.

Regarding the notes to Exhibit A of the audit report (pages 14 and 15), not
all of which are covered in a specific finding and recommendation, we have the
following comments:

Note 3 addresses $200 claimed on a travel voucher in 1985. We are not
able to determine without any reasonable doubt that this cost was
necessary and reasonable, therefore we concur that at this time it could
be considered as unsupported. However, please note that after applying
the federal grant percentage of 28 percent, $56 is the total amount
potentially due to the federal government.



Mr. Ronald L. Conrad, C.P.A. .
February 5, 1991
Page 4

- Note 5 addresses the issue of Ecology not adjusting its indirect costs
to the final negotiated rate of 41.5 percent for Fiscal Year 1985.
After recalculating the indirect computation using the final rate, a
total of $164 is potentially due to the federal government.

If you have any questions you may contact our fiscal officer, Gary Zeiler at
(206) 459-6211.
Sincerely,

ol Wk,

William Wheeler, Program Manager
Budget, Accounting and Support Services

GZ29402
Enclosures -

cc: Jim Martin
Carol Fleskes
Gary Zeller
Emily Ray
Trish Ryan
Patty Carlton
Jill Rider
Brent Thompson
Colbert Landfill Audit File




- EXHIBIT 1
JuL 251

M/S 525

RECEIVED

| A% 2086
John Littler, Prggram itanager
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program
Department of Ecolciy EPA.Woo
Mail Stop PV-11
Olympia, Washington urold-til]

Uear Mr. Littler:

On tay ¢) anc 22, lice, staff from tie Environmental Protection Ayency
(EPA) Headquarters anc tie Reqional Office particfpated with the Department
of Ecology (Ecology) in ¢ review of the state's pn?icies and procedures on
management of Superfund Cooperative Agreements. A copy of the report
prepcred by EPA Heacguarters 1s enclosed. Overall, the review was a
positive one, with a good exchange of informatfon and ideas relating to the
exccutfon of coth single-site and multi-site agreements,

The comments in the report relate tu the state's management system and
procurement issues. lu rcgarc to overall cooperative agreement
administration, EPA's primary recormendation is fcr the state to designate
an overall Stute Preizct Officer co snsure that the overall provisions of
the multi-site cocperative agreement are met. Anciher issue raised was the
fmportance of providing guarterly reports tc tPA, These reports are
necessary both from “ne standpoint of making funding decisions ard havina
decurentaticn availasle for audit purposes,

except fur a few peaets tial were raised curing the revise énc 2ra
reiterates in e repurt, tecloay's nracurerant systen meets tPA's
requirercnts, Tne repert indicates 3 fui s:ci 1€ ftems tnat iwer revisinn
to meet 40 CFR cart 53, .ost ure tzings to e iecliled in future
procurement actfons. Jne fssue tret wfll require i-meciate attention is
Ecology's Smal) torks ‘sstar. As axplained in fre rarort, the rester
currently does not r2et =l or¥ Fart JJ anc Lhe state -ust efther arend toeir
oroceaures to reet era’" roLlaticns or recuent cvviscions fron CPA's
requlatfons regarcing rracuency of upcating “w 1ist anu use of tre roster

for orocurs.enss 2. Gee b ,be,



URITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

o | S ]

If you have any questions or wish to discuss the report, please contact
Kathy Davidson, Project Officer far the Fulti-site connarative agreemant,

Sinceraly,

Poliert 5, Courson, Chief
Surertund sranch

Enclosure

cc: A, Aurdal, Grants Adninistrition, €rA
J. Hine. HSCD. EPA &
R. Johnson, Grants rdniristratisr, crfA




JUL 181986
Superfund Branch

JL | 698

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Report on Management Assistagcq Visit to Washington
State Department of Ecology’”

FROM: Sam Morekas, Chief . /!((, Aia/j
State and Regional Caordination Branc -

Hazardous Site «Control Division

Frederick Meadows, Chief é;;;ﬂﬂdgeé?&i PP o T
Grants Policy and Proceddtes Bran

Grants Administration Division

-

TO: Robert Courson, Chief
Superfund Branch
Hazardous Waste Division, Region X

Don Larson, Chief
Comptroller Branch
Management Division, Region X

The combined Headquarters and Region visit took place on
May 21 and 22, 1986 in the State's Offices. Attached is a copy
of the report documenting our findings and recommendations,

The visit followed our established protocol and also included
a discussion on MSCA management and quarterly reports. The
findings and recommendations, therefore, pertain to 40 CFR 30 and
35 iscues as well as program implementation issues, and identify
some areas in the State's procedures which need attertion. You
may want to modify the report or address any other specific areas
of interest or concern on the execution of the State's Cooperative

Agreements.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should there be any

questions. We would appreciate receiving a copy of the transmittal
letter to the State as well as any plans for followup on this report.



Management Assistance Program Review
Washington State Department of Ecology
May 21-22, 1986

Participants

Washington State Department of Ecology

Emily Ray Michael Spencer Dan Brady |,
Pat Marston Michelle Hauth Jan Swanberg
Gina Temy Dave Howard Kay Journmey

L

EPA Region X

Arv Aurdal Kathy Davidson
Mariam Momb Joe Penwell

EPA Headquarters

Jan Wine Kent Holland
Richard Johnson

A. Background

EPA has formulated a program of systematic visits to
States that have responsibility for executing Superfund remedial
Cooperative Agreements (CA). The Washington Department of
Ecology (DOE) has one multi-site/multi-activity cooperative
agreement (MSCA) and two single-site CAs. We reviewed DOE's
assistance agreement system, including its procurement procedures.

B. Assistance Agreemen;;ﬂagggement Systep

The State's financial system accounts for costs on a site-
‘specific basis regardless of whether the EPA is funding an action
or not. Once a cooperative agreement is awarded, funds are
monitored by both assistance agreement number and site account.
Financial Status Reports (FSR) are filed quarterly with the Region
on the disposition of Federal funds. Records are kept in separate
places depending upon whether the information is technical or
administrative. However, there is a central indexing system
which would permit the State to assemble all information in one

- place i{f necessary.

The State has {ts own "pool"” of contractors similar to EPA's
REM contracts. Work assignments are made via task orders and
vouchers are checked and paid against them after the site manager
certifies that the work has been completed satisfactorily. Some




administrative processing delays in making the task orders have
been encountered in the past but the addition of new staff should
correct this problem. In the future, the State intends to conduct
contractor pre-award audits and is seeking information on how

EPA conducts such audits. The Headquarters 1G office suggests
that the State contact Dick Moore, Branch Manager, Seattle Office,
Regional Audit Division, for further decails and implemencation

assistance.

The State has a System tor tracking property and equipment
which complies with EPA's Superfund requirements. Thisg system
also identifies usage rates by site and complements the financial

tracking system,

Overall cooperative agreement administration and management
is not centralized. A site Project manager for one site in the
MSCA acts as the CA project officer and another site project
manager is the CA project officer on the other. We discussed an
alternative approach to ensure that 40 CFR 30, 33, and CA special
conditions are met since attention to these details appear to bur-
den the SPO in light of his/her project specific responsibilities,
The State agreed to explore the possibility of designating a
person within the Management Section as CA project officer who
would have responsibility for interacting with all DOE offices
and ensuring that the overall provisions of each CA are met.

C. grocuremgngflssues

During our review we discussed the State's procurement
procedures with staff from the Department of Ecology's (DOE)
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program, Fiscal, and Budget offices,

The DOE has not certified its procurement system, therefore,
lt uses the Part 33 regulation to award Superfund subagreements,
State procurement requirements are contained in Title 39,

Chapter 39.04, "Public Works." In addition, DOE musc comply

with the Department of General Administration's requirements

in Title 236, Chapter 236-48, "Division of Purchasing ," Washington
Administrative Code, when purchasing material, equipment,

services, and supplies.

The DOE also has a "Financial Guidelines For Grants Management"
manual which contains recommended procedures and quidelines for
Federal and State grants administered by DOE, and the State Office
of Financial Management published the manual "Procedures for Using
Outside Consultants" which directs State agencies in the planning,
éxecuting, and monitoring of consultant services subagreements,

The DOE, Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program staff is developing
procedures for awarding construction subagreements, We reviewed
the above State requirabents and documents and have the following

Comments:



1. Small Works Roster

7 DOE must comply with EPA's requirements §33.230(e),
"Competition,” and §33.305 - 33.315, "Small purchase rocedures
when deve opingrits Small Works Rogger. ) S o

The State allows its agencies to establish a Small Works
Roster to award subagreements for construction, repair, or
alteration of projects estimated to cost less than $25,000.

The Roster consists of all qualified contractors who have
requested to be included on the Roster. 1In lieu of advertisement
and competitive bid, the+agency solicits at least five quotations,
confirmed in writing, from contractors chosen by random number
generated by computer from the contractors on the Roster for

the category of job type involved. The award is made to the
contractor with the lowest quotation, If the agency cannot
solicit quotations from five qualified contractors, the agency
must advertise and competitively bid the work.

The State requires DOE to update this Roster at least
once a year by advertising in a newspaper of general circulation
the existance of the Roster, and adding all those qualified
contractors who request to be included on the Roster.

The requirements in §33.230 are intended to maximize
competition if prequalified lists are used. Therefore, if DOE
establishes a Small Works Roster for use on Superfund cooperative
agreements, they must either update the list every six months,
review and act on each request for prequalification made more
than 30 days before the closing date for receipt of quotations;
or request a deviation from $§33.230(c). The DOE request must
persuade us that an exception should be made. 1In either case,
DOE must continue to give adequate public notice of its Roster
in accordance with public notice procedures in $33.410 or

§33.510.

. The small purchase requirements in $33.305 through §33.315
are limited to procurements under $10,000. However, the State's
Small Works Roster procedures cover procurements up to $25,000.
Since the Small Works Roster procedures do not allow everyone on
the Roster to submit a bid for each award, they are essentially
small purchases procedures. Therefore, if DOE wants to use its
Small Works Roster for procurements between $10,000, and $25,000,
it must request a deviation from $33.305. A deviation request
would have to persuade EPA that DOE should be allowed to limit
competition for procurements between $10,000 and $25,000.




2. Evaluation Criteria

The DOE must inform potential bidders/offerors of all evalua-
tion criteria and their re[étf?émgé‘g,gp. o )

_ EPA requires that recipients inform potential bidders/
offerors of the evaluation criteria, and the relative weight of
each, that will be used to determine who receives the award. The
RFP we reviewed did not have all of the criterfa or the relative

weight of each.

The DOE can list the criteria in order of relative importance
without giving a specific weight to each criterion (as long as
the bidders/offerors are ‘told that the criteria are listed in
order of importance), or the State can give the criteria and
the specific weight of each.

3. Subagreemgnt Clauses

The DOE should prepare suba reement documents which incorporate
only the provisions and appropiate c auses (or their equivalent

required by Part 33.

In the subagreement documents we reviewed, DOE had, {n
some cases, more than one clause on a particular area. For
instance, the subagreement had both EPA's and the State's .
termination and audit clauses. This creates an ambiguity
which could cause DOE a legal problem when they enforce these

clauses.

The State has boiler plate subagreement documents which DOE
needs to review to be sure that if Federal Superfund dollars are
involved, the appropiate Part 33 clauses (or their equivalent)
are included and that there are no conflicting clauses.

4. Public Notice

Because DOE is not certified, DOE must allow at least 30
days public notice period. B o -
In the regulations we reviewed, the DOE only allows for a

15 day public notice. If EPA funds are involved, however, the
DOE must be certain that {t allows at least 10 days for public

notice.

5. Bonding Requirements

The DOE needs to be certain that required bonds are obtained
from companies holding certificates of authority as acceptable
sureties (see Treasury Clrcular 5/0. "Surety Companles Acceptable
on Federal Bonda"). - T ]




For construction subagreements over $100,000, DOE must insure
that contractors obtain required bonds from a bonding company
holding a certificate of authority. To ensure that this occurs
and to avoid possible delays in awarding the subagreement, DOE
should make this requirement very clear in the IFB's and RFP's.

6. Alternate Bids

The bid package must make it clear whether DOE will accept
,a,ltemaci b!,(fa. = Y

Chapter 236-48-083 of the Washington Administrative Code
states that the State may accept an alternate bid if the alternate
substantially conforms to the gid specifications. The section
also states that if a bidder represents an article as being
"an equal" when in fact it is "an alternate," the State may
disregard the bid. This section is confusing and could lead
to bid protests which may hold up the subagreement award.

An "alternate" bid is a bid which by definition does not
conform to the technical specifications in the bid but will
comply with the performance specifications in the bid.

An "equal” article is one which complies with the technical
specifications listed in the bid and will, therefore, meet the
State’'s performance requirements.

DOE, therefore, must be certain that if it i{ntends to
accept alternate bids, the bidding document so states,
Otherwise, DOE cannot accept altermate bids.

7. Exception to Award to Lowest Responsible Bidder

DOE should clarify under what circumstances it will make an
exception to the requirement to award to the lowest responsible
bidder. - — - T ] -

State regulation (WAC 236-48-095) states that it may enter
into direct negotiations to achieve the best possible price when
\
|
|

it has reason to believe that the lowest acceptable bid is not
the best price obtainable. Although there is a clear advantage
to be able to do this, DOE should limit the use of this section.

8.- Use of Same Engineer During Subsequent Phases of
the Project

During our review, DOE raised a question concerning the
use of their four A/E contractors. DOE has subagreements with
four A/E firms similar to EPA's REM contractors, whereby the A/E's
are avallable to perform work at any site during the period of




subagreement performance., They asked if they could use any
of these firms on any phase of any project even {f that firm had
not worked on the previous phase(s) of the site, or if this
would violate EPA's regulation requiring public notice and

evaluation.

Since the firms were not retained for a specific project
and because the public notice did not limit which phases of a
project the firm would work on, DOE may use the four firms for
different phases of any project during the period the firms are
under contract with the State,
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MEMORANDUM

November 19, 1985

TO: File
FROM:  Rick Hall @g/

SUBJECT: Selection of Consultants for Performance of
Remedial Activities at Uncontrolled
Hazardous Substance Sites

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the procedures used to select
four consultant teams for services at uncontrolled hazardous subs:tance
sites in Washington. As explained below, the procedures used were in
compliance with state law governing procurement of architectural and
engineering services (Chapter 39.80 RCW), and with the U.S. EPA Procurement
Under Assistance Agreecents, 40 CFR Part 33. Specifically, 40 CFR 33,526
vas followed -- optional selection procedures for negotiation and award of
subagreements for architectural and engineering sarvices. It was necessary
to follow federal procurement guidelines since it was expected that federal
funcs would be used to support consultant services at National Priority
List (NPL) sites. The procurement procedures Zollowed resulted in the
establishment of centracts with Danmes § Moore, Golder Associates, Black &
Veatch, and HDR.

for docurentation purposes, I have incorporated inforration fron a memoran-
cum dated December 20, 1983, which I prepared for the file. That memoran-
dum outlined the procedures used to select finalitsts fron ancng those firms
vhich subnitted statements of qualifications.

On October 5, 1983, a Request for Qualifications (RFQ) was released by the
Departoent of Ecology (Attachment A). The availability of the RFQ was

advertised in the Daily Jourral of Commerce, the Seattle Times, the Spokane

Spokesnan Review, and Vancouver Columbian. The fFQ called for Statements
of Qualifications (SOQs) from firms interested {n performing remedial
activities at uncontrolled hazardous substance faciljities. The RFQ identi-
fied the contents required in SOQs, and listed five evaluation criceria,
The RFQ indicated that S0Qs were due at washington Ecclegy by November 4,
1983, and would be reviewed by a consultant selection coomittee, It was
stated that the selection cormittee was expected to choose at ieast five
firms (or teams) determined to be most qualified.

-n October, the consultant selection committee was established, and con-
sisted of two environmental planners, two sanitary engineers, and two
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environmentalists., The individuals comprising this six-member committee

are identified in Attachment B. Committee cembers represented Washington
Ecology headquarters and regional offices.

Thirty-one S0Qs were received by the November 4th deadline (S0Qs are on
file with the Washington Ecology fiscal office). On November 7, 1983, the
consultant selection committee met to receive coples of the S0Qs and to
discuss evaluation procedures. I provided copies of the Department of
General Administration Architect-Engineer Selection scoring sheet to each
conmittee member. I also provided the committee with copiles of cover
letters attached to the S0Qs, and a list outlining considerations in
reviewing statements of qualiffcations. At the committee's request, I
prepared a guidance sheet for use in applying the evaluation criteria,
Copies of the General Adoinistration scoring sheet, the list of

cornsiderations, and the evaluation criteria guidsnce are attached
(Attachments C, D, and E). -

S

On December 14, 1983, the consultant selection committee met to choose

finalists to receive Requests for Proposals (RFPs) for remedial activities,
The first topic of discussion was the assignzent of weights to the evalua=-
tion criteria. The committee decided that of the five criteria,

"manage-
ment approach" and "firms' experience" should be exphasized in the point

scoring. It was decided that "management approach” and "firms' experience"
should be assigned a weight of two, or twice the point value of each of the

other three criteria. The other three criteria, therefore, remained
weighted equally, »

Initially each committee member had scored each SOQ on a scale of 0 to 100,
for each of the five criteria. After assigning weights, a total weighted
score could be calculated for each SOQ. The maximum total score that any
S0Q could receive was 700 points (a perfect score).

Each comnittee member calculated total veighted scores for each S0Q, then
identified the rank order of the firms on the basis of total weighted
scores. Raw scoring sheets are included as Attachment F. Each person then
listed his or her top ten firms by score. Sixteen different firms vere
among the top ten listed by the committee mecbers (see Attachment G),

The committee then assigned a secondary scoring syvstem to rank the top
firms listed in Attachment G¢. Each firm in Atcachrent G was assigned a new
score based uporn its relative position in any comnittee member's top ten
list. For instance, firms ranked in first position received ten points,
firms {n seccnd position received nine points, firms in third place
received seven points, and so on. If‘a firm was in tenth place on a list
it received one point. If a firm was not ranked among the top ten in a
particular list, it received zero points for that li{st.
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Attachment H identifies the secondary scores of firms listed in the top ten
by coumittee members. As the table indicates, Black & Veatch received the
wost points (44 points) since it was ranked very high by several indivi-
duals. Firms which received few points did so because they were generally
not highly ranked in individual lists. Based upon total point scores in
Attachment H, the committee decided to select either the top seven or top
nine firms. It was decided that nine firms would be chosen as finalists if
Washington Ecology was likely to enter into at least three level of effort
contracts, Following further discussion with the committee and John
Littler, the Remedial Action Section Chief, it seemed reasonable and 1tkely
that we would enter into three contracts. Therefore, the top nine firms
were selected as finalists'. All thirty-one firms submitting SOQs were
notified by mail on December 16, 1983 of their status (see examples
included as Attachments I and J). Also attached ts a listing of the firums
vhich submitted SOQs and a separate listing of the finalists (Attachments K

and L).

On October 19, 1983, Washington Ecology had requested that EPA {ssue a work
assignment to CH2M Ki{ll to provide assistance in writing the RFP which the
consultant finalists would ultimately receive. Unfortunately, that work
assignment was not approved by EPA until February 2, 1984, With the
assistance of CH2M Hill, an RFP and a separate sample work problem were
prepared (Attachments M and N). The RFP was released on May 1, 1984 to the
nine consultant finalists.

in early May 1984, the six-member consultant selection committee was
Te-established. Because of job commitments, three of the people who had
r-viewed SOQs could not participate in the reviev of proposals, Rick Hall,
Carol Fleskes, and Chris Haynes continued as selecticn cormittee members.
George Houck, Jim Knudson, and Mike Ruef replaced Julie Sellick, Dan
Swenson, and Jim Malm as committee members.,

Cn May 16, 1984, a preproposal meeting was held to discuss the RFP and to
release the sample problem for the consultants' response, On May 31, 1984,
the consultants' technical proposals and separate, sealed cost proposals

were due at the Washington Ecology headquarters office.

Seven of the nine finalists submitted technical and cost proposals by the
ceadline. Copies of the technical proposals were distributed to the
consultant selection committee (copies of technical proposals are now on
£ile with the fiscal office at Washington Ecology). The comnittee was also
provided with a variety of materials to aid in their review and evaluation
of the proposals. These consultant proposal evaluation documents are on
file in the offices of the Remedial Action Division, and include scoring
sheets, a checklist for evaluation of proposal completeness, letters
concerning the RFP from the consultants, letters of clarification from
Washington Ecology to the consultants, and guidance on interpreting the
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sample work problem prepared by CH2M Hill. A cassette tape of the prepro-
posal meeting was also given to each committee member.

In early June 1984, the selection committee began the review of technical

proposals. Interviews were held with representatives of each of the seven
consultant finalists between June 25 and June 27, 1984, All members of the
selection committee participated in the interviews.

dual forms. The forms wer® copied and distributed to the committee members
for proposal scoring Purposes. Copies of the completed reference forms are
on file with the Washington Ecology fiscal office and the Remedial Action
Division, A copy of a blank reference form is included here ag Attach-

ment O,

Follewing the review of technical proposals and interviews with the seven
consultant finalists, each committee member independently scored and ranked
(one through seven) the firms, based upon the quality of their written
proposals, the results of reference checks, and quality of the oral presen-~
tations. The evaluation criteria and associated weights had been defined
in the RFP. On the scoring sheets, each firm was given a raw score (0 to
100) and weighted score, Copies of the committee members' scoring sheets
are included as Attachment P,

As Attachment Q indicates, each firms' relative ranking by the various
committee members was summed. The final ranking by the committee was based
upon the total of the rankings, with the lowest total designating the firm
considered to be the most qualiffed. As Attachment Q shows, Dames & Moore
wvas considered to be the most qualified with a score of 10, while Weston
was considered to be least qualified with a score of 41, It should be
noted that the approach to scoring and selecting consultants was decided
upon by the committee prior to receipt and review of technical proposals.

Following the ranking of firms based upon technical qualifications, I
notified each of the seven firms and informed them of their relative
ranking, Since it was expected that three contracts would be established,
cost proposals for the top three candidates (Danmes & Moore, Golder Asso-
ciates, and Black & Veatch) were opened and reviewed. Since contracts were
successfully negotiated with these three firms in October 1984, the remain-
ing cost proposals for the four lowest ranked firms vere not needed, and
consequently were returned unopened to those firms.

In December 1984, however, Washington Ecology began negotiating a contract
with HDR, the firm ranked fourth through this proposal evaluation process.
The rationale behind hiring HDR wvas to provide for the contingency when the
other three prime contractors are unavailable due to workload, poor
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performance, or conflict of interest. The contract with HDR was approved
on February 15, 1985,

RH/sr

Attachments
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STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Mail Stop PV-11 o Olympia, Washington 985048711 o (206) 459-6000

October 2, 1987

Ms. Kathryn M. Davidson

Environmental Protection Agency

Superfund Program

1200 Sixth Avenue .
Seattla, Washington 98101

Dear Kathy:

As discussed in an earlier conversation, I have enclosed a copy of the
draft Request for Proposal (RFP) for your review and comment.

BEcology has reviewed the twenty-eight Statement of Qualifications that
were submitted, and has selected ten finalists to receive the RFP,

The schedule for the proposal due date, preproposal meeting, and
interviews are not included in the draft. We are anxious to release

the RFP as soon as possible and have tentatively set the following
schedule goals:

* Release of RFP....ccvestsesq...October 12, 1987
¢ Preproposal Meeting..........October 26, 1987
° Proposals due to Ecology......November 12, 1987

° Conduct Interviews............December 10, 1987
December 11, 1987

Pleass call me at (206) 438-3027 if I can provide additional
information, I am looking forward to your comments.

Sincetely.

Qodwakes

Contract Officer
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program

JSthe
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Jan Swanberg, Contract Officer
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program
Washington Department of Ecology
Mail Stop PY-11

Olympia, WA 98504-8711

Dear Ms. Swanberg: .

As you requested, I have reviewed the draft Request for Proposals for
Performance of Remedial Activities at Uncontrolled Hazardous Substance
Facilities. I have marked up the draft document with my comments, a number of
which are not substantive, but may help clarify some items.

My major concern is with some of the wording related to the requested
technical proposal, specifically the "Business Organization" and “Management
Plan" sections. To meet the requirements of 40 CFR Part 33 for maximum open
and free competition, do not ask respondents to distinguish between offices
within or outside of the state. It is more appropriate to request that
proposers describe their organfzation and proposed management plan and how
they intend to maintain proper supervisfon and communicatfons. By asking
proposers to identify offices within and outside of the state, it might be
construed that competition is being 1imited.

If you have any questions on this or other comments, I will be in the
office on Tuesday, October 13, 1987, and can be reached at (206) 442-1088.

Sincerely,

v
c
. F‘ 13

Kathryn M. Davidson
Project Officer

Enclosure
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GENERAL INFORMATION

In accordance with Chapter 70.105A RCW, the Washington Department of
Ecology has the authority to clean up and restore those sites at
which improper disposal of hazardous substances has occurred This
authority includes conducting or contracting for professional tech.-
nical data gathering, invescigaction and analysis, and conducting or
contracting for the removal of hazardous substances and wastes, where
there has been or is a potential for release which could pose a

threat to public health or the environment.

Ecology 1s also authorized to participate with the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) in programs under the federal Comprehensive
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act of 1980
(CERCLA), as amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization
Act of 1986 (SARA). Under CERCLA, EPA has established a National
Priorities List (NPL) of sites for which federal funds may be used by

states and EPA in performing remedial activities.

Ecology intends to hire three or more contractors to perform remedial
response activities such as investigacions, analyses, design and

related consultant services at NPL sites and state prioricy hazardous

waste sites. Due to l{mited state funding, it {s anticipated that
. . / .




the majority of contractor assistance will be required on the NPL
sites. The phases assoclated with a remedial response are briefly
<&~ described below. Contractors procured through this solicitation

<t—* will be expected to conduct these types of activities.

Sigg_niggggg:z: The process of discovering a suspected or known

hazardous waste site or release, Such sites may be placed on EPas
CERCLIS (Comprehensive Envigonmental Response, Compensation, and

Liability Information System) list for additional characterization

and investigation.

2xgLimingxx_ﬁgggggmgg;_1251. The process of colleccing or reviewing

available information about a Suspected or known hazardous waste site
or release. The information gathered 1s used to determine if the

sice needs further study, such as a site {ngpeccion.

§1;g_1ngzgg;;gn_1§11. A technical phase that follows the preliminary

assessment that {s designed to collect more extensive {nformation on
a hazgrdops waste site. Part of the site inspection process may
include a preliminary health assessment of the site. The information
generated in the SI process is used to score the site using the
Hazard Ranking System described below to determine whether a response

action {s needed under the jurisdiction of CERCLA.

HnzAzd_ﬂnnkint_ixiiml_iﬂsil. A scoring system used to evaluate

potential relative risks to the Public health and environment from

releases or threatened releaszs of hazardous substances. The HRS




score 13 the primary factor used to decide if a hazardous waste site

should be placed on the National Priorities List (NPL).

di vest on (RI). A field data collection and site

characterization study that defines the extent of contamination in
soils, ground water, surface water, and/or air at a NPL or other
hazardous waste site. The RI data serves as a basis for conducting

the feasibility study.

Risk Assessment

a) | erment essment. A quantitative assessment characteriz-
ing the nature and extent of potential risks to human health
from ;xposure to hazardous substances. These assessments are
used to assess the public health lmpac:s of remedial alterna-
tives identified in the feasibility study, and to support

enforcement actions under state and federal laws.

b) Health Assessment. A qualitative evaluation of data and infor-

mation on the release of toxic substancés to the environment in
order to 1) assess any current or future impacts on public

health, 2) develop health advisories or other health recommenda-
tions, and 3) identify studies or actions needed to evaluate and

Prevent human health effects.



Feagibility Study (FS). A scudy which identifies and screens cleanup

alternatives for remedial action and analyzes in detail the technol-

ogy and costs of the cleanup alternatives.

d e on (ERA). An authorized action at a hazardous

vaste site which involves short-term remedial action. Examples

include removing hazardous materials from a site to an EPA approved,

- .

licensed hazardous waste facility; containing the waste safely on
site; destroying or treating the waste on-site using incineration and
other technologies, and/or other measures designed to mitigate

further movement of contaminants.

Ecology will procure a separate construction contractor to perform
cleanup and construction related actions necessary to accomplish the
ERA. Contractors procured through this solici-ation will be used to
prepare engineering plans and 1) specify materials and construction
methods, 2) evaluate the qualifications of construction contractors,
)) eval‘uate alternative expedited responses in Engineeting Evalua-

tion/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) or equivalenc document, and &) 1nspect the

cleanup.

u { Dal _ . An assessment of damages for

injury, destruction, or loss of natural resources resulting from the
release of hazardous substances. These assessments provide the basis

for cost recovery actions to recover damages to said resources.

Z




Remedial Design (RD). An engineering phase where technical drawings

and specifications are developed for a subsequent remedial action.

For NPL sites, the RD phase follows the “Record of Decision” phase

where the cleanup alternative is selected.

Remedial Action (RA). The actual construction or implementation of a

response measure designed to mitigate the hazardous waste problem at

a site. Response actions may include those identified above for

ERA’s, as well as alternative water supply systems.

Ecology will procure a separate construction contractor to perform
cleanup and construction related actions necessary to accomplish the
remedial action. Contractors procured through this solicitation will

be used to evaluate the qualifications of cons:truction contractors

and inspect the response action.

tance. Assist in the checkout and startup of the

remedial (treatment) system.

Assess community needs and concerns

and develop a community relations plan to respond to those identi-
fied; assist {n preparing information, graphics, fact sheets, and
pr;ss relenses; assist in organizing public workshops or community
meetings; participate {n presentations to the public, gov;rnmental

officials, and the media; and establish and maintain repositories.



Additional Services

The contractor may be requested to provide related technical and
administration support. This support may include review of technical
reports, plans, and proposals submitted to Ecology by other agencies
or parties regarding hazardous waste site investigation and cleanup;
technical or administrative policy and procedures development assisg-
tance;'acquisltion of contract laboratory services; research on
technical issues; and oversight of remedial actions performed by

responsible parties or other entitiYes.

The Contractor may also be requested to provide enforcement support,
such as documentation of facts and information about a site, and

ptOVIdghg.expert testimony during enforcement proceedings.

Ecology anticipates awarding "level of effort” or indefinite delivery

type contracts, Three or more firms will be selected to respond to
work assignments over a one-year period. Delivery or performance

will be required only as authorized by work assignments issued by

Ecology.

Ecology will reserve the right to renew the contracts, in its sole
discretion, for up to three l-year periods. Ecology will agree to

negotiate direct costs, overheads, and fees prior to contract renew-

al. | -3



Ecology will fssue

work assignments to its successful contractors as

needed. Ecology will develop criteria to determine which prime
¢ontractors will receive particular work assignments, Factors that

may be considered include conflict of interest; the quality of

performance on other work assignments; the availability of key
personnel; funding available for a particular work assignment; and

special expertise.

A project will be initiated by the issuance of a work assignment to
the prime contractors by Ecology. These work assignments will

contain a statement of work to be performed, Ecology’s estimate of

costs to perform the work, a performance schedule, and the name of

the Ecology project manager. When a work assignment {s received, the

prime contractor has ten (10) calendar days or a mutually agreed-upon

time schedule to Prepare a work plan. This work plan should {nclude:

© Scope of work arranged in logical work tasks including all

subcontractors to be used by the prime contractor and identifi-

cation of their project roles.
o

A detailed project budget for each méjor task (including work

Plan preparation) and subtask to 1nc1ude estimates of:

7
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Direct labor (hours per person, rate, and classification).

- Detailed travel expenses,

) - Detailed materials expenses,

Special testing (unit costs or hourly rates).

-

Equipment expenses (rental, hourly, and mileage rates),

Subcontractors (each subcontractor budget must also be as

detailed as above) .

[

Detail list of work products (deliverables

© A time-phased project schedule listing major tasks, target . '

.-
'\

2
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dates, and delivery of work products.

© A plan for meeting work assignment MBE and WBE requirements.

© A statement regarding conflict of interest in performance of
work by the contractor and proposed subcontractors.

view v of Wo

Ecology will review work scope, schedule, staff assignments, and the

budget and upon {ts own discretion may ask the prime contractor to

2@




revise portions or all of the work Plan to its satisfaction. If
agreement cannot be reached, the work plan may be rejected and

another prime contractor assigned to the project.

Each work plan will be considered a part of the contract once signed
by the authorized representatives of Ecology and the prime

contractor.

The selected prime contractors will be required to assume responsi-
bility for all services offered in the proposal, including services
provided by subcontracctors. Further, Ecology will consider the prime
contractors to be the sole point of contact with regard to contrac-
tual matters, including payment of any and all charges resulting from
the contract. If any part of the work is to be subcontracted to
firms other than those {dentified as team members in the proposal,
the prime contractors shall provide a complete description of the
work to be subcontracted and descriptive information éhouc'che
subcontractors’ organizations and capabilities. Unless otherwise
authorized by Ecology, a competitive selection process shall be used
for selection of such subcontractors. Ecology reserves the right to
approve or disapprove the use ﬁf any subcontractors, whether or not
identified in che proposal. The prime contractor is totally respon-

sible for adherence by the subcontractors to all provisions of the

contract,



pursuant to Chapter 39.19 Rcw. Currently, Ecology goals for MBE and
WBE participation are %P.O percent and 6.0 percent, respectively.
Through the duration of this contract for the Performance of remedial
activities at hazardous substance facilitfes, Ecology intends to
achieve {ts goals by setting MBE and WBE participation requirements
in each work assignment. Work assignments may have percentages for
MBE and WBE involvement wvhich vary from the percentages identified
above, depending upon factors such as changes {n requirements estab.
lished by the State Office of Minority and women's Business Enter-
prises, with which Ecology must comply, and the degree to which
Ecology has achieved ics overall goals in Previous contracts. There
may be work assignments {ssued where no MBE or WBE participation is
tequirea. On cthe other hand, a substantial MBE or WBE involvement
may be fcqulted in some assignments. Each work plan should clearly
{dentify how the MBE and WBE requirements for each work assignment
vill be met or should provide Justification {f che requirements
cannot be fully achieved. Certificacion by the State Office of
Minority and Women's Business Enterprisoé {s required t; participate
83 a minority or women's business enterprise. Records supporting the
Percentages of MBE and WBE participation shall be maintained by the

Prime contractors and made available to Ecology or duly authorized




representative upon request, Each payment request submitted by the
prime contractors to Ecology will need to fdentify clearly amounts

payable to minority- and women-owned businesses.

Ecology reserves the right to procure additional conaulclng'ser’vices
and 1ss'ue work assignments to prime contractors other than the
successful proposers under this contract in the event that an unre-
solvable conflict of interest exi{sts and cannot be aveided. Such
conflicts may include status as a potential responsible party,
present or proposed contractual arrangements with a potentially
responsible party to be studied, present or proposed contractual
agreenients with a firm that manufactures or sells any substance or
item to be studied, present or proposed manufacturer or sale of any
substance or item in competition with a substance or item to be

studied under this proposed contact.

Before a work asgsignment {s {ssued, each prime contractor shall
idencify a.t\y potential conflict of ir;tetest in its performance of the
proposed project. If Ecology determines that any prime contractor
has an unresolvable conflict, Ecology will select another prime
concr;ctor to receive the work assignment. If no unresolvable

conflicts exist, Ecology may issues the work ass{gnment.

Each prime contractor shall assure Ecology in writing that no subcon-

tractors proposed {n its work plan have a potential conflict of
S 7/ .



Interest. It i{s the prime contractor’s obligation to provide a
Project team in Tesponse to each work assignment that 1s qualified
and free from potential conflict, either by using appropriate subcon-
tractors on {ts Proposed team or by acquiring necessary services

outside the project team.

*

Changes may be made in specific work assignments through issuance of
work assignment amendments. Such work assignment amendments wil}l
specify the reason for the change and, as appropriate, include any
modified budgets, schedules, scope of work, or other changes. such
amended work assignments will become part of the contract upon

signing of Ecology‘'s representatives and the prime contractor’s

authorized negotiator.

Changes in work assignments will not be allowed when such changes

would be attributable to contractor error or delays.

Total percent profit and overhead allowed {n any additional costs due
to Project assignment changes will not exceed the percent profit and

overhead {dentified and allowed in the original work assignment.

The following reports shall be prepared by each prime contractor and

subaitted to Ecology fot approval:

/<




Monthly progress reports.

Draft and final preliminary sicq.anescigation wvork plans (as

applicable by work assignment).

Draft and final remedial investigation work plans and draft and
final remedial investigation reports (as applicable by work

assignment),

M mera --'(6\
Remedial f{nvestigation technical 8 for ground water

sampling,.surface water sampling, soil/sediment sampling, air
quality sampling, and site hazards asgessment (as applicable by
work assignment). The technical memorandums shall summarize the

data and collection techniques and include an evaluation of the

data.

When field work is conducted as part of a work assignment, daily
field logs and photographs shall be maintained with coples

attached to the corresponding monthly progress reports,

Draft and final feasibility sctudy (FS) work plans and drafc and

final FS reports (as applicable by work assignment).

Construction plans and specifications, weekly construction

reports, and other deliverables (as applicable by work
assi{gnment),

/3



Cancellation of contract or work assignment by Ecology may be for
(a) default by Prime contractor or (b) lack of further need for the
service or commodity at the location named in the contract or work
a-algnnent Default is defined ag the failure of a prime contractor
to fulfill the obligacions of his proposal, contract, or work asgign-
ment. In the event Ecology no longer needs the service specified in
the contract or work asslgnment for any reason {including Program
changes, changes in laws, rules or regulations, relocatfon of
offices, or lack of funding, Ecology can also cancel the contract or
work assignment. The terms and conditions under which a contract or

work assignment can be terminated will be specified in greater detail

in the contract {tself.

Payment Procedureg

Payment schedules for any contracts and subsequent work assignmenCS
entered into as the result of this RFP will be mutually agreed upon

by Ecology and che prime contractors.

Ecology reserves the option to contract for consultant and other
services ac uncontrolled hazardous substance facilities outside of
the contract(s) to be established following this proposal solicita-

tion. In such cases, Ecology can request proposals from firms

/Y




considered to be Prequalified for performance

of remedial activities,

€an request proposals from all interested firms, or can use other

procurement methods consistent with state law.

II. INSTRUCTIONS POR PREPARATION OF PROPOSALS

Each proposer’s submittal shall be in the format outlined in this

section,

There should be no unnecessary attachments, enclosures, or

exhibits. Each section of the proposal shall be clearly fdentified

vith appropriate headings. The entire proposal shall not exceed 100

pages, exclusive of resumes. mwwumﬁ

The proposal shall be set up in two distinct parts, a technical

pProposal and a cost proposal. The technical Proposal shall f{nclude

sections addressing business organization, management plan,

experience and capabilities, and personnel. a detailed description

of proposal requirements is found i{n a later section titled

"Technical Proposal.” The cost proposal shall be submitted in a

sealed envelope entirely separate from the technical proposal and

include key individuals’ salary costs, firuwide salary averages for

the various labor classifications, ovetrheads,
/75
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(profit). This cost information will be used only in negotfations

with the selected team or teams and will not be used as a part of the
evaluation. Unopened cost proposals will be returned to the unsuc-
cessful proposers to verify that cost was not used in the evaluation

and selection.

A preproposal meeting will be held — 1 &t — in

the - . This

meeting will allow proposers the opportunity to seek clarification
and additional information before submitting their proposal to the

Department. Because of space limitations, Ecology requests that each
oS G-
Proposer send no more than three to five representatives to the sdae o

':eo' 3 ‘ 5 <\
;’A‘,lkj ) Ae ™oy

their questions in writing to Ecology in advance, so that they are N )

-*

44 .
.~

preproposal meeting. Ecology also requests that proposers submit

received by Ecology no later than E

To ensure that all parties receive the same substantive information,
only questions relating to the processing of proposals will be

ansvered by Ecology after release of the RFP, except at the pre-

proposal meeting. All proposers must attend the meet{ng.

Each proposer shall stipulate (n writing that the proposal is valid

for 120 days after receipt by Ecology.
: /



Six copies of the proposal shall be submitted to Ecology Headquar-

ters, Woodland Square, no later than 5:00 p.n.,(/d*IL) _

Proposals will be time stamped upon arrival at Ecology.

For hand

or courier deliveries, the street address 1is 4415 Woodview Dr. SE,

Lacey, 98503. The mailing address is:

State of Washington
Department of Ecology

Hazardous Waste Cleanup Progran
Attention: Janice Swanberg

MS: PV-11

Olympfa, WA 98504

Proposals received after the deadline will pot be accepted.

Finalists will be scheduled for a 45-minute presentation.

for the presentation will be allotted as follows:

5 minutes Introductions

/7
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20 minutes Proposer’s choice of Presentation content
20 minutes Questions and answers concerning the proposal

Upon a prearranged request, Ecology will brovide an overhead

Projector and carousel slide projector with Screen for the interview.

Because of the importance ¢f the interview and the time constraints
of the selection Process, the following restrictions will apply to

the Incorvléw;

© The proposer’s interview team should be limited to three to five ]\°;¢
people. Candidate project managers who will deal with Ecology
on a day-to-day basis should take a lead role in the presenta-

tion.

0 All members of the interviev team should participate in the oral

presentation.

O All members of the interview team should be key personnel

avaf{lable for work on the contrace.

Each proposal should be prepared simply and economically, providing a

straightforvard, concise description of the Proposer’s abili{ty to

meet the requirements of the RFP. Fancy bindings, colored displays,
' 8




and promotional material will receive mo evaluation credit. Emphasis

should be on completeness and clarity of content.

Propognla received shall remain confidential until the contracts, {f
any, resulting from this RFP are signed by the Ecology director or
designee and the apparent;fuccessful proposers. Thereafter, all
pProposals submitted in response to this request shall be deemed
Public record as defined in RCW 42.17.250 to .340. 1In the event that
@ proposer desires to claim portions of its proposal as exeapt from
disclosure under the provisions of RCW 42.17.250 to .340, 1t s
fncumbent upon the Proposer to identify those portions in the trans-
mittal letter. The transmittal lecter must identify the page and
Particular exception(s) from disclosure upon which it is making its
claim. Each page claimed to be exempt from disclosurs must clearly

be {dentified by the word "confidential® pPrinted on the 1lower

right-hand corner of the page.

Ecology will consider a proposer’'s request(s) for exemption from
disclosure; however, Ecology will make a decision predicated upon
applicable laws. An assertion by a proposer that the entire proposal

is exempt from disclosure will not be honored.

/9



Ecology will not be liable for any costs associated with the prepara-

tion and presentation of a proposal submitted in response to this

The Statement of Qualifications submitted by the consultant tean
finalists {dentified proposed team firns; potential project roles,
key personnel, and, in some cases, personnel assignments. Addition
or deletion of subco}ntracted tean members, revision of proposed
roles, or changes {n personnel assignments {n :he proposal will be
reviewed by Ecology to determine vhether the team {s more or less
qualified to perform the remedial activities at uncontrolled hazard-
ous waste s{tes, and will be scored accordingly. Ecology will not

approve a change of prime contractor role.

Changes made {n the RFP as a result of responses made to questions or
concerns raised at the preproposal meeting will be put in writing to
each proposer no later than seven (7) working days prior to the
deadline for proposal subaission. Ecology will not respond to
telephone f{nquiries or visitations by proposers or tﬁelr represen-

tatives. 20



Modification of pProposals already received by Ecology may be made if

they are received by Ecology prior to the scheduled deadline for

Proposal submission. All modifications must be made in writing over

the signature of the proposer,
Eormat Required

Technical proposals shall be prepared on standard 8 1/2-inch by

1l1-inch paper and limited to 100 Pages, exclusive of resumes. Charcs

and spread sheets may be larger. Standard brochures are not to be

included in the Proposal. The proposal shall be organized in the

Same order that the information {s requested below.

IECHNICAL PROPOSALS

The technical Proposal shall address the information contained {n the

following Paragraphs. Ecology realizes that much of this information

Vas requested at the SOQ stage; but because of the possibility of

additional quali{fications or scaff changes or commitments, it {g

requested that some of the same type of informatfon be included in

the proposal.

During the review of the Sca:ement{ of Quallflcacions, it was

apparent that some of the submitrals

2/ .
Propo’.r. vlll nota that avamacete at.o 1.

did not include all pf the
requested information.
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The Name, address, and

Mproposed Staffing levels, W

Tegarding the Proposa) shall pe included. A teap organizacion
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their teams or with other certified firms outside the teams, as

the work assignment requires.

Management Plan. A description of project considerations and

problems perceived by the proposer in dealing with the manage-
ment of remedial activities shall be provided. This section
shall {nclude the proposer’s approach to planning, organization,
and management, including approaches to meet!:ng scope objec-
tives, budgets, scheduf;s. managing confidential informatfion,
and large quantities of information gathered in the performance
of temedfal activities at multiple projects. Communication
methods within the proposer’s management team and with Ecology
shall be discussed. In addition, the proposer should identify
the offices WMem) at which its
team's managerial and technical personnel would be based in
support of Ecology remedial activicties projects. Each proposer

shall provide a list of proposed key personnely -ehol!-'-ou.\;oat

o-f-m and their proposed office location during the

contract period. - Fo—the-—sxtent—that—pearsonnel would—mes. be
besgdeeeddiy. I!he proposer should explair’{ its abilicy to

daintain proper project supervisfon and good communications
vhile controlling the project budget (e.g.. travel costs).
Proposers shall also address their past experience at team

efforts and specific areas of administrative, technical, and

financial responsibility proposed for team members.

23



e0ce and Capab{lictfes. The relevant management expery.

énce; technical experience; and capabilities of the JkOoposer and

by the Hazardous and Solid Wasce Amendment of 1984 (42
| u.s.c. 6901 et 5eq.), the Hazardous Waste Management

Act (Chapter 70.105 RCW), regulations {ssued pursuanc

to those laws (40 CFR 260-279 and Chapter 173-303

WAC), and relevant EPA and Ecology guidance documents .

- 26 .




0 Other applicable or relevant and appropriate federal
and state laws and regulations including the Washing-
ton Water Pollutf{on Control Act (Chapter 90.48 Rcy)

and the Washington Clean Afr Act (Chapter 70,94 RCW) .

Sciéntlfic/TechnLcaI/Investlggtive Knowledge

Firns should provide descriptions of project experience
which reflects knowledge and skills in the following
gcient1flc/technical/invescigacive areas. A description of
the elements involved with each project phase {s provided
below. However, the proposal should not address each phase

to this level of detail.

© Site Discovery, Preliminary :ssessment, Sfite Inspec-

tion. HRS Scoring

Review files; complile information on: a) past indus-
trial practices, b) past disposal practices,

c) avaflable hydrogeologic data, d) chemical data,
e) land use data, and f) ground water and surface
water use data. collect field samples, characcterize
site data, perform health assessments, and score site

using HRS scoring model.

0 Remedial Investigation
15



Develop workplan, write health and safe'ty plan,
Sampling plan, QA/QC plan, quality assurance project
Plan, describe current situation ar site, fdentify
data gaps. Develop data Danagement plan and communicty
relations plan. Perform site investigation {ncluding
characterizing the site hydrogeology, surface water,
soil, and afir. Install nonltorin; vells and other
data collection points, Characterize extent of
contamination in soil, ground water, surface water,
and air. Wrice drafe and final remedial investigacion

report,
© Risk Assessment

Quantitatively assess the nature and extent of poten-
tial risks to human health from =Xposure to hazardous
substances. QualICatively evaluate data and {nforma-
tion collected during the RI to, 1) assesslcurrent or
future impacts on public health, 2) develop health

advisories and related health recommendations, and 3)
ldentify studies or aétlons needed to evaluate and

Prevent human healch effects.
© Feas{bilicy Sctudy

Develop vorkplan; characterize problems and identify

general resgponse actions; {dentify preliminary

- 26 -




remedial technologies, including innovatlve and
alternative technologles; develop a limited number of
remedial action alternatives; screen those alterna-
tives; evaluate alternatives for technical, environ-
mental, public health, institutional, and cost
factors; and write draft and final feasibility study
report with final recommendations.

Expedited Response Action

Evaluate alternative expedited responses in an Engl-
neering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) or equivalent
document. This involves evaluating technical feasi-
bility, public health impact, environmental {mpact,
and cost and administrative feasibility. Inspect and
document expedited response action construction

activicties,

Remedial Design

Conduct site surveys, prepare detailed construction
plans and technical specifications, conduct pilot and
bench scale treatability studies, prepare construction
cost estimate, perform value engineering, conduct
constructibility/operability reviews of design,
prepare an initial O&M plan and assist in obtaining

permits. L7



o Natural Resources Damages Assessment

Develop workplan. Provide an assessment of damages
for injury, destruction, or loss of natural resources

resulting from the release of hazardous substances.

o Remedifal Action

Assist wicth construction bidding and contract award. ‘
Conduct on-site inspection services {including shop
drawing review, materials testing, review and certifi-
cation of payment requests, change order negotiation
and management, and claims "evaluation. Prepare

operation and maintenance = inuals and assist with

facility starcup.
C. Community Relations Experience/Capabilities
Firms should identify their experience with communicy
relations at hazardous waste sites and other relevant

projects.

D. Contractor/Subcontractor, Joint Venture, or Team Organiza-

tion Structure Management

The proposal should cite management experience and success

on past projects %;ilizlng the proposed organization
Z




structure. Specific areas of responsibility associated
with the organization structure should be discussed.
Projects on which firms represented in the proposed organ-

{zation structure have worked together should be noted.
Health and Safety Program

Firms should pravide descriptions of their health and
safety program which reflectf knowledge of OSHA/SARA,
December 19, 1986, interim final rules and describe‘ how
these standards are being implemented. Discussion should
also include safety and technical training of site workers
for site investigative activities with regards to Chapter

296-155 WAC and Chapter 296-62 WAC.

Standard Operating Procedures

Firms should describe their use and application of in-house
standard operating procedures (e.g. Monitoring well instal-
lation, surveying, ground water sampling, etc.),

Technical Report Production

Firms should describe in-house quality control procedures

that are associated with technical report production.

Information Management
29




Thé Ecology Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program (HWCP) computer
System consists of IBM-compatible micro-computers. The
main data base management software in use is the SMART Data
Manager (by Innovative Software). Within the next few
monthsigﬁUCP intends to implement a micro-computer Local
Area Network (LAN). Data must be transmitted to Ecology

using data formats and computer media approved by Ecology.

-

Firms should describe their information management capabil-
ities for data collected during the course of remedial
activities. Descriptions should identify systems and
processes used to manage data, particularly Quality
Assurance/Quality Control procedures, and data transmittal

capabilirties.
Other Areas of Expertise (Optional)

Firms should cite experience with respect to any areas
which will aid Ecology in evaluating their hazardous waste

response capabilities.

The presentation of project experience in this section
shall provide a clear description of the work involved.
This shall include a concise statement of prime and subcon-
tractor roles and responsibilities on each of the listed
projects. The prime contractor shall present no more than

15 representative proj§%f descriptions. Emphasis should be




Placed on providing project descriptions with references

' 7§r that can be checked by Ecology. Each subcontractory shall

be limited to no more than five representative project
descriptions. All representative project descriptions
provided shall include the month and year the project was
completed, the location of the project, employing
agency/firm, the name of a knowledgeable contact person,
and a telephoge number of the contact person. Ecology
plans ‘to contact these people to check past performance

records.

4. ‘ersonnel. Proposers shall provide a description of relevant
expertise of proposed personnel (prime contractor and subcon-
tractors) who shall be available to pe:form remedial activities
under contract with Ecology. Information shall include a
description of personnel discipline and experience in the areas
of remedial response activities listed in Item 3 above. Brief
resumes of individuals proposed to be key participants under

Ecology contract shall be fncluded as an Appendix.
COST PROPO
Appendix A contains cost proposal forms that must be included in the

cost proposal. Each cost proposal is to be submitted in a geparate,

jealed envelope and will be used only as a basis for negotiation with

the most technically quail“:'tec‘!5 proposers. Appendix B contains a
. . )




definition of labor classifications that must be used in Preparing

the cost proposal.

Complete separate cost forms for gach firm proposed on the project

team. Additional instructions are included in Appendix A.

Ecology proposes, through contract negotiation, to establish fees

that provide equitable cquensaclon to all contractors and subcon-

tractors. Salary and general and administrative overhead rates for
each firm will be reviewed and negotiated. For each work assignment
Ecology will determine with the contractor an appropriate method for
payment of costs and fees. It is expected that a fixed fee approach
will be used in most cases; however, Ecology may wish to use a time

and materials or firm-fixed-price method in some work assignments.

Proposers must be aware of, and agree to completely abide by, EPA's

eements (40 CFR, Part 33). Among
other requirements, these regulations address procurement rules and
allowable costs, cost and price consid;ratlons, subcontracting
requirements and restrictions, contract clauses, and contract review

and approval procedures.

Costs associated with relocation of prime or subcontractor personnel

are unallowable and shall not be paid by Ecology.

Travel costs may be based upon actual costs incurred or on a per diem

or mileage basis in lieu of acﬁ;%{ costs, or on a combination of che



two, provided chéc the method used does not result in an unreasonable
charge. Ecology shall not, however, pay any prime contractor or
subcontractor personnel for lodging and subsistence charges which
exceed the maximum daily rate allowed for state employeea Other
Ecology policies regarding allowable and unallowable costs may be

and in

found in Ecology's

Appendix B of its .contract boilerplates, Ecology staff should be
consulted for an explanation of these documents.
For the purposes of Preparing the cost proposal, the following

definit{ons will apply:

Direct Raw Labor. The sum of all Bross salary costs or hourly wages

paid personnel for the time they are productively engaged in direct
work necessary to fulfill the terms of the agre-ment between Ecology

and the contractor. Direct labor does not inciude any fringe bene -

fics.

. Overhead. The legal and customary fringe benefits such as
social security, vacation pay, sick pay, holi&ay pay. pension,
medfcal and dental insurance, workmen's compensation taxes, and ocher
1nsuran§e. Salary overhead shall be expressed as an approved percen-

tage of direct raw labor costs

Ceneral and Administrative Overhead. These are costs which are not

easily distributed among individual projects, such as non-project

payroll, rents, telephone, ut{lit{es and maintenance, employee
4




* training and education, office supplies and services, and insurance.
General and administrative overhead will be expressed as an approved

percentage of direct raw labor cost,

Subcontractor Costs. The approved costs of services provided by all

subcontractors to each prime contractor.

Direct Expenses. Costs, eXﬁ}usive of subcontractor costs, which are
directly involved in fulfilling the terms of the agreement between
Ecology and each prime contractor. These costs may include such

items as travel, telephone toll expenses, postage, word processing,

and computer charges.

III. EVALUATION OF PROPOSALS AND INTERVIEWS

Each proposal will be reviewed and evaluated on the basis of the
following criteria. The criteria are assigned different weights
(expressed as percentages) as indicated in parentheses to ;efléc:

their relative importance.

1. Adequacy and expertise of project management and technical
staff, as demonstrated by experience, education, and project

role. (35)

2. Proposer's approach to planning, organiz1ﬁdon, and management of

the program and subcontractors. Experience and capability of

3y




the firm working separately or in joint ventures with projects
of a similar nature. Past record of performance on contracts
with respect to such factors as budget control, ability to meet

schedules, quality of work. (25)

3. | The history of the firm, financial standing and capability,
organizational framework, knowledge of and ability to comply
with procurement standards, federal grant regulations, other
applicable regulatory and technical requirements, established

safety program, and unique qualifications. (20)

4. Conciseness, quality, clarity, and thoroughness of the written
proposal. Quality of the presentation at the interview. This
includes professionalism, ability to communicate, and concise-

ness. (13)

5. Commitment to meet Ecology's goals for involvement of minority

(MBE) and women’s (WBE) business enterprises. (7)

Ecology reserves the right to reject any or all proposals and to
LIRS 08

awvard the contract to that firmAwhich, in Ecology's sole and absolute

judgment, will best serve the needs of the state.

35



Appendix A

COST PROPOSAL FORMS

(To be submitted in labeled,
separate, sealed envelopes.)
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Cost Proposal Form - First 12 Monthg

Firm Name

Salaries
y_] vid

Name unce

Current

Classif{. Raw Rate
Qffice Locatiopn sation*

our




. Salaries

P4
P3
P2
P1

T2
Tl

Secretarial

Overhead (these are subject to audit

Define each component of overhead and

cost proposal.

Fee (Profit

Total Number Employees

Is Classification

by Ecology anc sther agencies)

the bases to wrich they apply.

Define the percentage of profit requested and the elements of cost

(e.g.. direct raw labor,

including subcontractors) to which they apply.

29
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For the purpose of solicitation, all offerers are instructed to complete
the attached Optional Form 60 to facilitate Ecology’s understanding of the

offerer’'s pricing structure. A sample OF 60 {s also provided.

All offerers shall complete these OF 60's based on the following sample

{nformation. This information is provided for calculation purposes only

and does not in any way {ndicate the magnitude of this solicitation. -
.

The prime contractor shall complete the sample OF 60 assuming the involve-

ment of any two of its proposed team subcontractors, using the following

information:

Prime

Contractor  Subcontrac: r A Subcoptractor B



1. Direct Material NA NA NA
2. Mater{al Overhead NA NA NA

3. Direct Labor

P4 100 hrs 50 hrs 50 hrs
P3 200 hrs 100 hrs 100 hrs -
P2 250 &rs 125 hrs 125 hrs
Pl 450 hrs 225 hrs 225 hrs
Tl 400 hrs 200 hrs 200 hrs
Sec 150 hrs 75 hrs 75 hrs
4, Labor Overhead Provide Provide Provide
5. Special Testing $15,000 $2,500 $2,500
6. Travel _ $8,000 $2,000 - §2,000
7. Other Direct Costs $3,000 $1,000 $1.000

Each subcontractor should complete an OF 60 assuming the same labor,
testing, travel, and other direct costs as listed for Subcontractor A or B

above.

40




Appendix B

DEFINITION OF LABOR CLASSIFICATIONS
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DEFINITION OF LABOR CLASSIFICATIONS

The following definitions of the labor classifications appearing below are
provided to aid in the pPreparation of the technical and cost portion of

your proposal,
(a) Professional

(1) 1level 4--Plans, conducts, and supervises project of major
significance, necessitating proven managerial skills and
knowledge of hazardous waste sites. Must demonstrate
ability to originate and apply new and/or unique methods
and procedures. Generally operates with wide lat{tude for

unreviewved action.

- Iypical citle: National Program Manager, Project

Leader, Chief Engineer, or Scientist

- Egzmal‘Qgglxtlgaclonsggnd Experience:

- Ph.D. degree or equivalent, with 10 years or more

experience.

- M.S. degree or equivalent, with 12 years or more

experience.

&R
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- B.S. degree with 14 years or more experience.

- Expe e Factors: Technical experience in chemical
waste site investigations, or chemical cleanup activi-
ties, solid waste management, water pollution control,.
or other discipline directly related to the require-
ments of this contract. Minimum of 4 years experience
in supervising multidisciplinary professional and

general office management including budgetary require-

ments.

(2) Level 3--Under general supervision of National Program
Manager, plans, conducts, and supervises asslgnments on a
project-by-project basis. Estima-2s and schedules work to
meet completion dates. Directs assistance; reviews progress
and evaluates results; makes changes lnlmechods, design, or
equipment where necessary. Responsible for safety and
designing cost-effective approaches to define the extent of
contamination at various waste sites in an accurate manner

and to develop feasibility remedial options.

- Iypical Ticle: Regional Team Leader, Project Engineer

- Normal Qua cations and Expexience:

- Ph.D. degree or equivalent, with 4 to 10 years of

experience.
p




: - M.S. degree or equivalent, with § to 12 years of

experience.

- B.S. degree with 8 to 14 years of experience.

- EgpegiencefFaqgggs: Technical experfence in chemical

waste site investigations or chemical cleanup activi- -
ties, water pollution control, or vther disciplines

directly related to the requirements of this contract.
Minimum of 4 years or equivalent. Must have demon-

strated ability to manage group of interdisctplinary

professionals.

(3) Level 2--Under supervision of a < niler or project leader.
carries out assignments associate { with pProjects. Work
assignments are varied and require some originality and
ingenuity. Applies training of professional discipline -o
assigned projects and translates technical guidance ind
training received into usable data products and repor:cs.
Evaluates data associated with various projects for use :n
defining extent of contamination and for developing feas:-

bility studies for possible remedial action. Other duties

as assigned.

- Iypical Title: Engineer, Scientist, Analyst




= M.S. degree or equivalent, with 2 to § years of

experience in discipline.

- B.S. degree or equivalent, with 3 to 8 years of

experience in discipline.

- E;gg;igngg;jhg;g;: Minimum of 2 years in area directly .

related to contract requirements.

(4) Level 1--Entry level for professional classification: works
under supervision of team or project leader. Cathers and
correlates basic data and pérforms routine tasks and other
duties as assigned. Makes recoommendations on work assign-
ments and on variables which affect field operations.
Assist field operations as directed, including manual tasks
of equipment setup and maintenance. Performs other duties

as assigned.

- Iypical Ticle: Junior Associate (blologist, ecologist,

earth scientist, etc.)

- B.S. degree or equivalent with zero to 3 years of

experience.

- [Experience Factor: None

45



(b) Iechnician

(1) Level 2--Performs nonroutine and complex tasks in addition
to routine assignments. Works at the direction of the team
or project leader. Gathers and correlates basic data and
performs routine analyses. May also perform expériments or
tests that may require nonstandard procedures and complex -
instrumentation. May construct components or subassemblies
or prototype models. May troubleshoot malfunctioning
equipment and make simple repairs as authorized by team or

project leader.

- Iypical Title: Senior Technician

2 to 6 years of experience or equivalent.

- Experjence Factor: Related to scope of contract.

(2) Level 1--Entry level; performs simple, routine tasks under
supervision as established in chain-of-command procedures.
Performs routine maintenance and may instali, set up, or
operate field equipment of moderate complexity. Provides a

wide variety of support functions during field operations.

- Iypical Ticlae: ‘Junlor Technician (field techniclan)

Yy




(¢)

Zero to 2 years of experience

- B ence Factor: None

L]

(1) Any comblngcion of additional years of experience f{n the
Proposed field of expertise plus full-time college-level
lcudy in the parcicular fleld totaling four (4) years will

be an acceptable substitute for a B.§. degree.

(2) A B.s. degree plus any combination of additional years of
experience and graduate-level study in the Proposed field
of expertise totalling two (2) years will be an acceptable

substitute for an M.S§. degree.

(3) A B.S. ‘degree plus any combination of additional years of

experience and graduate level Study in the proposed field

of experience totaling four (4) years or a master's degree
Plus 2 years of efither add{tional experience or graduate-level
study in the proposed field of expertise will be an accepc-

able substitute for a Ph.D. degree.

L7



(4)

(3)

Additional years of graduate-leve] study in an appropriate
fleld wil]l be considered equal to Years of éxperience on a

one-for-one basisg.

For the technician categories, each year of full-time
college-level study will be considered to a year of practical

eXperience,



1 ANDREA BEATTY RINKCER
" Dwector

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Mad Stop PV-1) Olympua. Washington 985048711 o (208) 459-6000

i
4 .

? . ‘ October 16, 1987

Ms. Kathryn Davidson
Environmental Protection Agency
Superfund'Program

1200 Sixth Avenue .
Seattle, Washington 98101

Dear Kathy:

For your information, I have enclosed g final copy of the Request for
Proposal (RFp), The RFP was sent to the ten finalists on October 14,
1987, Proposals are dye to Ecology on November 16, 1987,

Please call me at (206) 438-3027 if I can Provide additional
information. :

Sincerely.

. )
Y S
7?”'{/”;""-' id e"—cuuyﬁ 7« ,
Jan Swanberg - -
Contract Officer '
Hazardous Waste Cleanup Program

JS:he

Enclosure




